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ABSTRACT
John Pendergrass: Principals’ Instructional Leadership Among Catholic Elementary
Schools
(Under the direction of Dr. Frank Brown)
Elementary school principals seek to maintain a strong and consistent vision, and to
use a variety of leadership skills that build a shared vision with an array of stakeholders.
Current scholarship offers a model of a school as a learning community for keeping both
teachers and students engaged in learning. The current research has examined the
leadership behaviors of Catholic elementary school principals and the way the needs of a
school’s learning community impact principal’s leadership behaviors. Using the 161
respondents of the invited population of 529 elementary school teachers as participants in
this study, the researcher sought to understand the influence of principals' instructional
leadership behaviors on teachers. The research assessed principals' leadership behaviors,
with an adapted form of the Inventory of Strategies Used by Principals to Influence
Classroom Teaching (Blase and Blase 1998). This is a 32 item questionnaire that asked
teachers to assess to how principals conduct instructional conferences, facilitate staff
development and foster improved teaching. Eight independent variables are used to
determine how the characteristics of a school’s principal and faculty influence principals’
leadership behavior.
The learning community model was the theoretical framework for these leadership
actions. Teachers assessed their principal's instructional leadership as having a mild effect
iv
on classroom instruction. None of the independent variables; school type, school size,
minority enrolment, school tuition, teacher’s total years of experience, teacher’s grade
levels taught, teachers’ experience at present school, or principal’s experience in the
present school, exerted a statistically-significant impact on the teachers’ perception of
their principals' instructional leadership behaviors.
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1CHAPTER I
Introduction
Background
This chapter provides background information about this study, The Principal’s
Instructional Leadership in Catholic Schools. The research questions are addressed, as
well as the significance of the study, and an outline of the methodology.
Organizations, schools included, may be thought of as a series of relationships and
processes that adapt to change (Mitchell, Sackney & Walker, 1997). Though many
curriculum elements are unchanged, the competencies and processes used to teach the
curriculum are changing. For example, schools now focus more on transferable life-skills
to prepare students for a future yet unseen (Spady, 1998). This phenomenon necessitates
changing previously-held education paradigms. These shifts demand that teachers (and
students) recognize opportunities, become self-directed learners, and maintain
collaborative skills; then, as Spady (1998) asserts, the resulting focus should be on the
future, a sense of purpose, and learning. When the learning organization model (Senge,
1990) is applied to school leadership, the school is seen as a learning community (Grave,
1992; Hord, 1997; Louis & Marks, 1992; Shields, 1996; Staratt, 1996).  Teachers and
administrators unite to develop a learning community as a model of instructional
leadership for improved education.
2This study explored the way in which the school principals’ instructional leadership
behavior impacts Catholic elementary schools. Drawing from instructional leadership
literature and using the theoretical framework of learning communities, this study has
explored insights from elementary school teachers in North Carolina Catholic schools.
This research should enrich the research base on existing models of instructional
leadership among principals.
Catholic elementary schools in the United States. In the United States, a Catholic
Diocese is an administrative division, operating under the jurisdiction of a bishop. Thus
this study refers to Catholic schools. Catholic schools comprised 8, 351, or 32 % of the
26,093 private schools, making them the largest sub-group of non-public schools in the
United States. This number accounts for 6,923 elementary and 1,428 secondary schools
(NCEA 2005). Recent history has seen a mixture of schools being closed or consolidated
in some Dioceses, whereas other Dioceses have been adding new schools. By 2005, the
total number of schools has decreased to 7,799 with 6,574 elementary schools and 1,225
secondary schools. McDonald (2001) noted that Catholic school enrollment reached an
apex in the 1960s with 4, 373,000 elementary school students enrolled. The enrollment
number had decreased to 2,004,037 by 2001. (McDonald, 2001). Though there has been
an overall decline, but since 2000 the trend is beginning to slow and even reverse
(USCCB, 2006).
Elementary schools in the Catholic Diocese of Raleigh. The Catholic Diocese of
Raleigh North Carolina schools are predominantly urban/suburban, serving 7,376
elementary students in 23 schools. The schools have an average tuition of $3,700 per year,
which is higher than the national average for other Catholic primary schools, at $2,432.
3The schools in the Raleigh Diocese have a racial minority enrollment of 1066 (14%)
(NCEA, 2005).
Principals influence schools through goals, leadership, and actions. Leithwood and
Montgomery (1982) asserted that the school principal’s vision should be oriented toward
schools as a learning community. The vision of the principal is mitigated by teachers and
classroom instruction. In another study, Leithwood and Montgomery (1984) interviewed
90 school principals and found that principals’ problem-solving and shared decision-
making with faculty influenced student learning. Huffman (2003) interviewed teachers at
18 schools that sought to become learning communities to improve instruction. The
Huffman study was part of a 5-year project by the Southwest Educational Development
Laboratory. The study found that faculty members benefited from the process of
establishing shared vision and values, and that process had a positive impact on students.
The pattern was clear: teachers directly impact students, and principals directly impact
teachers.
Although all people have the capacity to learn, the structures in which people function
may inhibit reflection and engagement that lead to organizational improvement.
Organizations that are continually creating the capacity to improve the future require a
shift in the mental models of their members. Organizations that cultivate these structures
are called learning organizations (Senge, 1990). Learning organizations give people the
tools and ideas to make sense of organizational situations. Senge noted five disciplines
that create learning organizations: personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, team
learning; and systems thinking. Personal mastery is when individuals have a consistent
sense the current organizational setting and can use this foundation to move toward the
4goals of tomorrow. Mental models are the assumptions individuals possess and how those
assumptions interact with others in the organization. Shared vision unites individuals to a
set of organizational goals. Team learning helps both individuals and the organization
grow professionally. Systems’ thinking allows the various parts of the organization to see
the need for interdependency, with all parts working toward the shared vision. Through
systems thinking the organization unites the previous four disciplines and becomes a
learning organization that can adapt to support the vision of the organization.
The Research Question
The research question. This research has explored these questions: What
instructional leadership actions by principals in Catholic elementary schools influence
classroom instruction? Does a pattern emerge that defines what instructional leadership
behaviors of principals make a difference in student learning? Teachers are asked to
assess the leadership behaviors of principals and their effects on classroom instruction.
Specifically, does the parochial elementary school principal adhere to tenets of the
learning community as a model of instructional leadership?
Certain actions of the principals have been found to form the foundation of a
learning community (Blase and Blase, 1998). By surveying public school teachers in
grades K-12, Blase and Blase explored a sample of 809 teachers’ perceptions of
principals’ leadership behaviors. No a priori definitions were used to direct data
collection, which is consistent with exploratory-inductive research (Glaser, 1978). Blase
and Blase found that the principals' instructional leadership behaviors were aligned with a
learning community model.
5The researcher sent a questionnaire to the population of 529 elementary school
teachers in the Diocese of Raleigh, North Carolina. Participants were asked to assess
different leadership actions of their principals using an adapted form of the Inventory of
Strategies Used by Principals to Influence Classroom Teaching (Blase and Blase, 1998).
Learning community model. Under the learning community model of school
leadership, instructional leadership is seen as the responsibility of teachers and not as the
exclusive purview of the principal (Kleine-Kracht, 1993; Shields, 1996; Staratt, 1996).
Though consensus on all matters has not always been possible, Shields’ (1996) case study
of principals in Native American schools found that learning communities were feasible in
a cross-cultural setting. Kleine- Kracht (1993) asserted that there is a need for principals
to encourage and model shared leadership in order to facilitate instructional leadership.
The principal is a leader of the leaders, and it is the principal who directs the process that
enables the community to “discover insights not attainable individually” (Senge, 1990,
p.10). In a mixed method study of 910 teachers, schools led by principals who exhibited
high shared instructional leadership had have higher pedagogical quality (Marks & Printy,
2003). It appears that shared leadership produces a better school for students.
The research design. The researcher administered an adapted version of the Blase
and Blase (1998) Inventory of Strategies Used by Principals to Influence Classroom
Teaching (ISUPICT) to gather teachers’ insights about the leadership behaviors of
principals. Participants in this study included 529 teachers from 23 Catholic elementary
schools in the Diocese of Raleigh, North Carolina. The Raleigh Diocese has no inner
city schools; it has 8,391 students in 23 elementary schools and one high school. These
schools are spread across the 54 eastern- most counties of North Carolina (Kennedy,
62005). Using the patterns that emerged from the data in the work of Blase and Blase
(1998), this research has explored what actions by principals influenced instruction in
Catholic elementary schools. Blase and Blase (1998) suggested three behaviors of
principals that influenced classroom practices:(a) the conducting of instructional
conferences; (b) staff development; and (c) the facilitating of teacher reflection on
instructional improvement. These behaviors make principals a leader of a learning
community (Blase & Blase, 1998).
Tenets of the instructional leadership model. The first tenet of the instructional
leadership model is the educational conference (Blase & Blase, 1998). The well-executed
conference is a collaborative moment at which the principal and the teacher exchange
information and ideas. The goal of a well-constructed conference provides growth
opportunities for both the teacher and the principal. It is an opportunity to foster a shared
vision of what instruction can and will be.
The second tenet is staff development that is sustained over time and is directly related
to improving classroom instruction (Kent 2001). Teachers become partners in the
continuous commitment to refine the craft of teaching. Characteristics of effective staff
development include: emphasis on the teaching skills and learning; supporting
collaboration among educators; access to resources for redesigning programs; and
applying the foundations of adult learning to the process of staff development (Blase &
Blase, 1998).
The final tenet by Blase and Blase (1998) supports the principal as the facilitator of
reflection among the faculty. Reflective practice assumes that increased awareness of
one’s professional performance can result in improvement of performance.
7Significance of the Research
Sharing results. This study of the leadership role of Catholic elementary school
principals should be useful to all schools, private and public. A learning community
model was used to assess the outcomes of this study on instructional leadership. Through
the framework of a community of learners, the principal’s role as instructional leader is
expected to influence teaching and student outcomes. Findings from this research should
augment our understanding of what leadership behaviors by principals have a positive
impact on the instructional process.
Through perceptions of teachers in Catholic elementary schools, this research
explored what actions by principals influenced classroom instruction. The perceptions of
teachers were analyzed, controlling for characteristics of schools and teachers. The data
collected in this study allowed the exploration of the similarities and differences between
the role of school principals in different Catholic Diocese elementary schools and the role
of a principal in non-Diocesan schools (Ciriello, 1996). 
 The vision and leadership of school principals are key factors in leading their faculties
toward more effective instructional practices as a learning community (Hord, 1997; Louis
& Kruse, 1995). Using open-ended interview questions, Boyd and Hord (1994) found
that through a strong vision established by the first principal in their longitudinal study,
one school maintained a strong sense of vision through a series of four different
principals. Each principal continued to work with his or her faculty to create a caring
environment in which teachers collaborated that led to improved instruction.
Diocesan Schools.
8This study concentrated on the Catholic elementary schools in the Diocese of
Raleigh, North Carolina. The study explored the teachers' perceptions of their principals'
leadership behaviors. The elementary school teachers became the population for this
study. The Diocese of Raleigh covers the 54 easternmost counties of North Carolina
(Kennedy, 2005). The perceptions of classroom teachers provided salient data concerning
the principals’ influence on classroom instruction. This study utilized the Blase and Blase
(1998) leadership behaviors survey to assess the influence of principals’ actions on
teachers. This research exploration of teachers' perceptions of their principals ’
instructional leadership behaviors was controlled for teachers' experience, characteristics
of the school, and the principals experience. These demographics were controlled to
assess their influence on teachers’ perceptions of a principal’s leadership behavior.
This research studied the principals' behavior to assess influence on classroom
instruction. As a result of this research may determine whether or not leadership traits in
public schools discovered by Blase and Blase (1998) are also present in parochial schools.
This research should extend our understanding of instructional leadership by probing
into the actions of Catholic elementary school principals, providing information on
another subset of educational leaders. Ciriello (1996) noted that there are similarities and
differences between the leadership behaviors of the Catholic school principals and public
school principals. In the past, these differences generated opinions but little research.
Research on Catholic elementary school teachers' perceptions is expected to yield insight
into principal’s instructional leadership behavior. The learning community concept was
explored to discern if it is present in Catholic elementary schools.
9Hudson (2003) stated that parents, teachers, and students often make reference to the
community aspect of Catholic schools, to explain why these schools are academically
successful. Hudson also noted that the school as a community echoed outside the school
walls, to the point where they foster active participation by teachers. Hudson (2003)
explored aspects of community in Catholic schools through schools in the United States.
Hudson used a three-part data-gathering strategy that obtained responses from the
principal, five faculty members, and five students from each school. One aspect of a
learning community was found among the school faculty. Delmer Wagner (2001) noted
that the purpose of the principal is to produce more leaders, following a servant-leadership
model. The assertion that the school principal is a leader of leaders is also a component of
a learning community. (Kleine-Kracht, 1993; Louis, Kruse, Raywid, 1996;Scribner,1999;
Shields, 1996). 
 The National Catholic Education Association asserted the need for more research on
Catholic elementary schools (Convey, 1992). Sander (1996) found that small Catholic
schools did affect improved student performance in grade school in the areas of
vocabulary, reading and mathematics. Interestingly, the achievement gains were negated
when the non-Catholic students were removed from the data. The gains were not
correlated with the selective admissions of Catholic schools. The results suggested that
lower absenteeism was salient (Sander, 1996). The study examined 10th grade test scores
in mathematics, reading, vocabulary and science from the National Center for Education
Statistics, Sophomore Cohort Survey. Traviss (2004) urged Catholic schools to overcome
the reticence to participate in research studies due to factors such as fear of interruptions
in the operations of schools, uneasiness with what research would conclude. Traviss
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experienced the unwillingness of schools to participate, as she chaired more that 100
dissertation studies in this area at the University of San Francisco.
Jepsen (2002) found moderate mathematics and reading gains among Catholic
elementary school students, as compared to their public school counterparts. Jespen
noted, as did Sander (1996), that there was a correlation between improved academic
performance and better student attendance in Catholic schools. The study included
analysis of test scores in mathematics and reading over a two year period in grades 1 and
4, and involved a cohort of 10,000 public school students from 200 schools and a cohort
of 1,000 students from 35 Catholic schools. It was asserted that more may be learned from
research about instructional leadership behavior in Catholic schools.
North Carolina Schools
In North Carolina, there are 117 public school districts and 93 charter schools that
serve a student population of 1,360,209 (N.C.E.S. 2005). There are two Catholic school
systems in the state (Kennedy, 2005).  The western 46 counties of North Carolina
constitute the Diocese of Charlotte, which was established in 1972 when the Diocese of
Raleigh was separated into two parts. The Diocese of Charlotte has 18 schools, 16
elementary schools (5,604 students) and 2 high schools (1,636 students). The population
for this study is the Diocese of Raleigh, which covers the 54 Eastern counties of North
Carolina and has 23 elementary schools (7,491 students) and one high school, which has
982 students (Kennedy, 2005).
In the 2005 report, there were 1,779, 638 students in Catholic elementary schools in
the United States (N.C.E.A. 2005). Catholic schools were 32% or 8, 351 of the 26,093
of the non-public schools in the United States (NCES, 1995). That number reflects 6,923
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elementary and 1,428 secondary schools. More recent history has seen a mixture of
schools being closed or consolidated in some Diocese, while other Dioceses are adding
new schools. By 2005, the total number of schools had decreased to 7,799 with 6,574
elementary schools and 1,225 secondary schools. Catholic school enrollment was highest
in the 1960s, with 4, 373,000 elementary school students enrolled. This enrollment
number had decreased to 2,004,037 by 2001 (McDonald, 2001).
This research has adhered to the model of a community of learners as a preferred
environment for instructional leadership, which includes a strong sense of shared vision
for the school, shared decision-making, and modeling life long learning (Hord,
1997;Louis & Marks, 1992; Prawatt,1993; Senge, 2000). This study provides information
about how principals' instructional leadership behaviors, as perceived by teachers may
influence classroom instruction. Principals’ instructional leadership behaviors were
assessed, using 32 different traits observed by a sample of 809 teachers (Blase & Blase,
1998). These 32 leadership behaviors were divided into three categories: Instructional
conferences, staff development and reflection on the practice of teaching to improve
instruction.
Limitations of the Research
Population/Sample. The population for this research was conducted among Catholic
school teachers in the Diocese of Raleigh in Eastern North Carolina. The study did not
incorporate other Catholic elementary schools in the state or nation. The researched
population was composed of 653 elementary school teachers who taught 7,376 students.
The Diocese of Raleigh had 653 teachers. Because 124 Pre-K teachers in the Diocese of
12
Raleigh contributed to that tally, the number of elementary educators in the population
was 529 (Kennedy, 2005).
The population for this research included Catholic school teachers in the Diocese of
Raleigh, North Carolina. The study did not incorporate other faith-based elementary
schools. This population consisted of 529 elementary school teachers (Kennedy, 2005).
There were no data available on the social economic status of Catholic school
students. Schools admit students who are unable to pay full tuition, but those students’
names are confidential and unavailable to the researcher. Catholic schools are not included
in the North Carolina testing program for public schools and this prevented a direct
comparison to the local public schools. (The researcher's was previously a principal in the
Catholic school and is aware of these limitations.)
Studies of urban and suburban schools did not lead the researcher to believe that this
factor would have a significant impact because schools in this study lacked any inner-city
sites. Characteristics of the teachers, such as participation in staff development and being
part of shared decision-making in the school have outweighed any effects of the difference
between the urban/rural and suburban setting (Phillips 2003; Reuter 1992). Fan (1998)
noted that definitions of “urban,” "suburban," and “rural”differ, thus comparisons between
studies can be problematic. Furthermore, when teachers were sorted by gender, Klecker
(1997) found no statistically significant difference in how elementary school teachers
perceived their job satisfaction. Therefore, this study did not included school location or
teacher gender as independent variables
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The questionnaire allowed teachers to respond about any principal with whom he/she
had worked. This was done to provide anonymity for principals. The instrument was also
limited to assessing the principals' instructional leadership.
Another limitation of this study is the low response rate from the K-5 schools. The
wide divergence in the number of respondents hampered the ability to get a true
comparison of significant differences in the responses of the two types of school. The
responses given in this study may also have been limited due to the researcher’s role in the
central administration in the Raleigh Diocese.
Confidentiality. Because the researcher was a former-principal in the Diocese of
Raleigh, the researcher was aware of certain limitations due to the rules of the Catholic
schools, some data could not be gathered for this study. For example, if students' names
had been necessary to this study, that information would not have been available. There
are no data available on students who receive free or reduced lunch, and although some
students who are unable to pay tuition would have been admitted, those students’ names
were deemed confidential and would also have been unavailable to the researcher. In
addition, the parochial schools do not participate in the state-mandated testing program,
which would have prevented a direct comparison with the local public schools.
Purpose
This study was not designed to evaluate the school principals’ job performance, but
rather to describe the principal’s leadership behaviors. The instrument used in this study
allowed teachers to assess the leadership behaviors of their present or former principal.
The instrument was limited to assessing school principals’ behaviors as defined by Blase
and Blase (1998). The anonymous nature of the instrument also inhibited the researcher’s
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ability to encourage participation in the study in any methodical way that could target
schools with a low response rate.
Terms
Dependent variable. The principal’s leadership behavior score was calculated using
the teachers’ responses to a 32-item questionnaire. The questionnaire used provided a
total assessment score for instructional leadership behaviors as well as three sub-
components of instructional leadership behavior: staff development; reflection to improve
instruction; and instructional conferences.
The major dependent variable is the total score assessed by teachers on the 32
instructional leadership behaviors of principals. . Instructional leadership behaviors by
principals encompass a wide variety of strategies designed to promote collegiality among
teachers to enhance student achievement (Blase &Blase 2000). This total score is also
separated into three minor dependent variables; instructional conferences, staff
development and reflection on practice.
Independent or control variables. considered are:
1. School tuition
2. School type (K-5 or K-8)
3. School size
4. Minority percentage
5. Teacher years of experience
6. Teachers’ experience at present school
7. Grade levels taught
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8. Principal’s experience in the present school
The independent variables are: the years of experience of the teacher, grade level the
teacher teaches, the number of years teaching at the present school, school enrollment
(size), percentage of minority enrollment and the tuition level (above or below average).
The independent variables are the hypotheses that assess the composite numeric score for
principals behavior employed: when conducting instructional conferences, facilitating
staff development and fostering teacher reflection on practice. The independent variables
were used as hypotheses for their influence on the dependent variables.
Learning community: In a learning organization, people continually enhanced their
capacity to create the results they desired patterns of thinking to nurtured, collective
aspiration by teachers to create a learning community. The rationale for learning
organizations was that in situations of rapid change to produce a flexible, adaptive and
productive learning environment. Thus, a learning organization discovers how to create
commitment and capacity to learn (Senge, 1990). In a school setting, a learning
community incorporates organizational learning that reflects on practice and purposeful
staff development to build both social and intellectual connection among the members of
the community (Prawat, 1993). The leadership behaviors that foster a learning
community, according to Blasé and Blasé (1998) are:
1. Instructional conference: The instructional conference is a collaborative moment,
shared after the principal has observed the teacher in the classroom, where the
principal and the teacher exchange input. A well-constructed conference provides
16
growth opportunities for both the teacher and the principal as it fosters a shared
vision of instruction (Blase & Blase 1998).
2. Staff development: Activities that foster a culture of collaboration and life long
learning that support the teacher in learning about teaching (Blase & Blase, 1998).
3. Reflection on practice: This is a reflective dialog with oneself and with others that
allows one to construct meanings, analyze experiences and teaching strategies and
apply these reflections to future practice of the artistry of teaching (Blasé & Blase,
1998).
The questionnaire, The Inventory of Strategies Used by Principals to Influence
Classroom Teaching (ISUPICT), was used to conduct this research. It focused on the
behaviors of principals’ and did not ask teachers to assess the principal’s motives for this
behavior. The high degree of internal consistency of the ISUPICT in the original study
was .90 (Blase & Blase, 1998) among public school made the instrument attractive for use
among Catholic elementary school teachers. This research experienced a reliability of
.978, using an adapted form of the ISUPICT.
An ANOVA was used to analyze the data for this study. Changes in the dependent
variable, leadership behavior, were presumed to result from changes in the independent
variables: school, teacher, and principal characteristics. Significant changes were assessed
at the.05 level of statistical significance.
There are several ways the findings of this study will be helpful to school leaders. It
offers a quantified picture of principals' leadership behaviors. This research should
17
support previous research findings and previous experiences or illuminate new insight into
the instructional leadership behaviors and new perceptions.
The leadership behaviors measured by this study were expected to be consistent with
the learning community model of instructional leadership (Blase & Blase, 1998). Though
many schools claim to be learning communities, this study tested the popular parlance to
ascertain if the foundations of a learning community existed in the instructional leadership
actions of principals in Catholic elementary schools. One question was, do Catholic
schools find themselves operating in a learning community model that has been grasped
by public schools as a way to create learning organizations?
Theoretical Framework
The learning community concept is the theoretical framework of this research. The
learning community model emerged from the organizational research by Senge (1990).
Senge noted five disciplines that created learning organizations. The five disciplines are:
personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, team learning and systems thinking. The
first discipline, personal mastery, is when one has a consistent sense of his or her current
setting. This personal awareness makes it possible to move toward the goals of tomorrow.
Next, one becomes aware of the mental models or assumptions he or she holds and how
those assumptions interact with others in the organization. Shared vision unites the
organization to a set of goals. Team learning helps both individuals and the organization
grow professionally and support the shared vision. Finally, systems’ thinking (the fifth
discipline) allows the various parts of the organization to see the need for
interdependency, all parts working toward the shared vision. Systems’ thinking binds
together the previous four disciplines, and a learning organization is formed. A learning
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organization should adapt to change and be creative in the acquisition and use of shared
learning. Educators have embraced the concept of a learning organization which is also
referred to as a learning community (Grave 1992; Shields, 1996; Staratt, 1996; Hord,
1997; Louis & Marks 1992). 
Schools create a better learning community if they maintain a collective
commitment to shared principles and a belief that the school should strive to be a learning
community (Dufour & Eaker, 1998). The model of a community of learners should result
in the interaction of the faculty and administration through shared leadership and decision
making. Hord (1997) noted that members of a learning community seek a shared vision
to augment instruction for the betterment of students. Hord goes on to note that a
professional learning community needs shared vision, shared leadership collective
learning, collective application of learning, and the physical conditions to facilitate this
new paradigm of school improvement. In a learning community, cooperative and self
reflective qualities combine as an organization works, “toward common goals while
respecting a variety of perspectives, values and lifestyles” (Graves, 1992 p.94). A school
as a learning community needs leadership that builds partnerships between teachers and
administrators. This changes the roles of administration and teachers which are often
rigid, and makes these roles more flexible (Kruse and Louis, 1993). Fullan (1993),
Scribner (1999), and Sergiovanni (1994) add credence to the assertion that focusing on
learning across an entire organization, has merit for schools.
This study surveyed 526 Catholic elementary school teachers regarding the principals’
instructional leadership behaviors. This research administers an adapted version of the
Inventory of Strategies Used by Principals to Influence Classroom Teaching (ISUPICT)
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(Blase & Blase, 1998). Quantitative methodology is used to explore the influence of
selected control variables on principals’ instructional leadership behavior.
Hypotheses
Assumptions of the research It was assumed that the teachers who agreed to
participate in this study would provide honest responses. The instrument, a questionnaire,
protects anonymity of respondents to encourage the sharing of insights.
Eleven points of the study's hypothesis. Fourteen hypotheses were tested in this
study. The total score for 32 principals' actions that might impact instruction were to be
analyzed in relationship to each of the eight independent variables. In addition, three
components (instructional conferences facilitated by principals, staff development, and
reflection on practice fostered by principals) were also analyzed using the independent
variables of school type and tuition.
Hypotheses:
The hypotheses are:
A. Total Instructional Leadership Score
1. School type (K-5 or K-8) influences the principal's instructional leadership behavior.
2. School size influences the principal's instructional leadership behavior.
3. The percentage of minority students influences the principal's instructional leadership
behavior.
4. The tuition level of a school influences the principal's instructional leadership
behavior.
5. A teacher's years of experience in a school influences his or her perception of the
principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
6. The grade level(s) taught by the teacher influence(s) his or her perception of a
principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
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7. A teacher’s total years of experience in a teaching career influence his or her
perception of a principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
8. A principal's years of experience in a school influence his or her instructional
leadership behavior.
B. Instructional conference
9. School Type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’perceptions of instructional
conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
10. The tuition level of the school will influence teachers’ perceptions of instructional
conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
C. Staff Development
11. School type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’ perceptions of staff development as
part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
12. The tuition of the school will influence teachers’ perceptions of staff
development as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
D. Reflection on practice
13. School type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’ perceptions of fostering reflection
on practice as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
14. School tuition will influence teachers’ perceptions of instructional
conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
Statistical models tested relationships between each dependent variable and
independent variables. It was expected that information generated from these statistical
analyses would reveal the behaviors of a principal's instructional leadership that
influenced classroom instruction.
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Summary
Chapter 1 has presented an introduction and a background for the study: The
Instructional Leadership of Principals of Catholic Elementary Schools. Catholic
elementary schools, though deemed successful in educating students, have rarely been
subjects of research studies. This research sought to provide information on Catholic
elementary schools by exploring a subset of instructional leaders. The major question
explored was: How do principals' leadership behaviors in Catholic elementary schools
impact instruction? The population of elementary school teachers in the Catholic Diocese
of Raleigh was used as the population for this study.
Chapter 2, which follows, will review salient literature that supports the learning
community model as an avenue for instructional leadership.
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CHAPTER II
Review of the Literature
Introduction
Leadership has been defined in many ways. “Leadership is both under and over studied.
It is understudied because there is much that we still do not know about it. It is over-
studied because much has been written, compared to other human energies, about which
we also know little” (Whicker, 1996, p.3). As one views the myriad of leadership skills, it
is apparent that, regardless of the skill set that is employed, leaders take organizations
from the place that they are to the place they should be. Even if the organizational goal is
to maintain the status quo, the leader must choose actions that will and will not be taken.
This research explores the instructional leadership behaviors of principals in Catholic
elementary schools that impact classroom instruction.
In reviewing literature on schools, it is evident that leadership in the school milieu has
specific characteristics. This current review began by exploring the school setting and then
considering the integral characteristics of school principals and their impact on teachers.
The review concludes with a structure for principals used to express vision and share it
through action, so as to have an impact on teachers, leading them to improved instruction.
The study framework uses three leadership actions to build a learning community and
improve instruction (Blase & Blase, 1998). The three leadership actions are: (a)
conducting of instructional conferences, (b) developing staff, and (c) fostering of
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reflection on teaching. These three actions should adapt to the changing dynamics of
schools. They create and maintain a shared vision of the organization and provide support
for continued dialogue and improvement.
The School Milieu
Today, educational organizations are viewed as processes and relationships rather than
structures and rules (Mitchell et al. 1997). The planning of a future-focused school
requires providing students the opportunity to develop positive skills and abilities (Spady,
1998). To change our schools, we must overcome a variety of obstacles. Ginsburg (1995)
highlighted how schools are part of many power struggles by noting that educators
interact in a context of power relations and distributions of symbolic and material
resources. The actions (or inactions) educators engage in have political effects for
themselves and others. Sergiovanni and Starratt (1998) also highlighted the dynamics of
the educational context, denoted six change-forces that demand a different action plan if
schools are going to navigate the tides of change. The six change-forces are identified as:
personal, market, professional, cultural, bureaucratic, and democratic. One of the most
difficult areas is the challenges posited by the forces of culture. Cultural norms are harder
to assess. Just as the outcomes of education have changed, there are varied inputs into the
educational system that offer a bewildering array of challenges.
One may discern leadership skills that are transferable from the business world to the
educational setting, but the context of a school is vastly different. The school, as an
organization, defies the use of many of the business management models. According to
Greenfield (1995), there are three main factors that set schools apart: (a) schools possess a
moral character; (b) schools possess a highly educated, autonomous and practically
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permanent teacher workforce; and (c) schools' milieu is characterized by continuous and
unpredictable threats to the organization’s stability. Schools have to adapt to changing
environments, and shape the environment through educating the young (McRel, 2001).
Leadership and Vision
Leadership is the central action by which a principal influences a school (Greenfield,
1995). Leadership is “an interpersonal influence process aimed at eliciting from others a
voluntary change in preferences” (p.70). Greenfield went on to assert that, for a
principal to bring about change in the dynamic setting of the school, leadership skills in
the moral, managerial, instructional, political and social/ interpersonal arenas are needed.
Leadership is powered by vision. A principal’s leadership vision forges a shared vision
with the faculty.
Owens (1998) asserted that leaders must state a vision of things to come, and then
revise it depending upon emerging events, ideas and beliefs; restating the vision of where
we are and where we are going, so that it binds the members of the organization in mutual
purpose and resolve. This is a pivotal leadership activity. In the ever- changing milieu of
a school, then, vision is an integral part of leadership activity. As Jefferies (1992, p.17)
stated, “A goal is where you are heading. The question that effective leaders always ask
of themselves before the question “Where are we heading?” is the question
“What are we heading for?” and “Is the vision what we are heading for?”. A clear vision
guides the various decisions principals must make. The vision of the leader sets
parameters on the goals and objectives of organizations activities without hegemonic
dictates (Senge, 2000). To augment the importance of a consistent vision for where we
want our schools to lead our students, the work of Schwan and Spady (1998) offers five
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leadership domains: authentic leadership, visionary leadership, cultural leadership, quality
leadership, and service leadership.
In authentic leadership, the organization needs a clear and compelling statement of the
organizations purpose. The purpose must be supported by the values that guide
professional interactions and by the structures and patterns in which the organization
functions. The organizations leader must place this mission at the core of decision-
making. With an authentic foundation in the purpose of the organization, the visionary
domain moves educators toward the future.
The visionary leadership domain is of particular interest in discerning principals'
actions that impact classroom instruction. The visionary leader has the ability to create an
inspirational and concrete picture of the organization’s future (Schwann & Spady, 1998).
This vision shifts as future needs emerge, but it does not radically change if it is well
formed. The vision is jointly created, blending the vision of the principal and the
educational organizations norms; it is then re-affirmed and taught to each new member of
the organization.
The cultural leadership domain that Schwann and Spady (1998) have synthesized from
their application of various leadership theories and applied to education is the active and
interpersonal domain of leadership. Leaders facilitate the process of getting the internal
and external stakeholders of the school to create ownership of the present purpose and
future vision of how to reach that purpose. The cultural leadership domain inculcates trust
among the faculty and commitment to school improvement.
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The quality leadership domain builds the school's capacity to strive for the vision that
brings the purpose to full expression. Here Schwan and Spady (1998) intersect with Senge
(1990), highlighting the need to become learners if one seeks to create learners. Finally,
the service leadership domain works to ensure that the organizational support is present
for change. As a school reaches for the vision of continuous improvement, organization
barriers may need to fall. Service leadership manages resources in support of the vision.
The value held by these leaders can change the outcomes of our schools. School
personnel have a need for shared vision and shared values to influence learning and
teaching (Anne Gold, 2003). The data from the case-studies by Gold (2003) illuminated
four attributes that enhanced the ability of the school to articulate, retain, and
communicate the values that are the foundation to achieving a shared vision. These four
attributes are;
1. working with, managing and even searching out change
2. paying careful attention to information management within the school
thus keeping staff constantly informed
3. working closely and sometimes seamlessly with leadership groups
4. developing leadership capacity and responsibility throughout the school
These four attributes create the foundation for a learning community.
Shared Vision
Educational goals are given life through the vision of the school. With a shared
vision, faculty can pursue common aspirations. “We cannot have any sound relationships
with each other as long as we take them out of the setting which gives them meaning and
value” (Follett, 1996 p.179). Under these conditions, a principal is not only the leader of
an institution and a community but must convey a personal vision and work to form a
shared vision that can be supported by all (Huffman, 2003). Leadership is necessary to
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create a shared vision. Leaders bring a set of values to an organization; subsequent
redefinitions of these values are formed by the experience of leading. This reciprocal
relationship between the leader and organizational members creates an effective learning
community (Blase & Blase, 1998).
Many researchers have noted the connection between vision and values. Dantley
(2003) urged administrators to consider the spiritual roots of leadership, leadership driven
by purpose and ignores the dichotomy of mind and spirit. Dantley urged leaders to deal
with the multitude of daily challenges with an inner strength to enrich themselves and the
organization.
The moral foundations of leadership are eroded as the outcomes sought from schools
are dictated from the political arena (Wright, 2001). This creates a tension, in that the
principal sets the tone of the school climate, which may impact on achieving mandated
goals. The work day of a principal is inundated with concerns and tasks that detract from
an instructional focus. Martin and Willower (1981) found that high school principals
spend only 17.4% of their time on academic matters. Principals are in the midst of major
changes in the definition of “good work” from their superiors; and are being asked to
reconstruct channels of decision-making to include more stakeholders (King, 1991).
Leadership and Community
Relationships within the school and the interactions among students, faculty, and staff
create the core of a school’s organizational culture. Citing the effective schools concepts
of the 1980s, Purkey & Smith (1985) asserted that the most important characteristics of a
school are the attitudes and behaviors of the teachers and staff, not material things such as
the size of its library or the age of the physical plant. Gecan and Mullholand-Glaze (1993
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p.55) noted that school climate must encourage students to consider issues such as, “What
is right behavior?” The United States Supreme Court echoed the impact of shared vision
and values in the 1986 Decision of "Bethel v. Fraser," in which the Court stated that the
process of educating our youth for citizenship in the public schools is not confined to
books, the curriculum, or civics classes; schools must teach by example the shared values
of a civilized social order. The principal operates in the cultural leadership domain. The
Cultural Leadership Domain was characterized by establishing, monitoring and modeling
positive organizational norms, values and principles (Schwann & Spady, 1998). The
cultural leadership domain seeks to monitor and establish organizational norms. These
create “the way things are done around here,” or the organizational culture.
When schools harness the power of shared decision making, the organizational culture
becomes a learning community (Dufour & Eaker, 1998), and has a faculty and
administration that models shared vision and shared learning (Hord,1997). Schools may
then be the agent of the positive envisioned by Fullan (1993). The school steps out of the
classroom and out of the school building and has an impact on the entire community as an
agent of change. According to Fullan, schools can be the change-agents for a community;
educational leaders must model the integration of ideas and strategies to address student
needs. Shared vision may be fueled by staff development. A common vision that is shared
can extend to the students and even to the parents as they collectively create the future
(Boyd & Hord, 1994). Shared vision begins in instructional conferences involving the
principal and the teacher in constructive dialogue, and is then buttressed by subsequent,
highly meaningful staff development (Blase & Blase, 1998)
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Principals build the human capital to improve schools. Research into organizational
behavior suggests that institutions that foster personal growth for teachers reap the
benefits in more effective faculty (Owens, 1998). Again, the importance of the principal
as a leader is recognized as integral. The relationship between the members is the
foundation of the organizational culture. This culture may oppose or support a school’s
mission. The principal must guide the culture to be a buttress to the vision.
We ask much of leaders in educational organizations (Weick, 1976). A school is a
union of groups in which principals must handle differing needs from each. A school is a
loosely bonded series of cultures, just as a school district is a series of loosely coupled
schools. As one interacts with an organizational culture, there must be awareness that
subunits of the organization have different cultures with distinctive attributes. For
example, the principal helps one group redefine itself due to the addition of new staff,
whereas older members of the group operate smoothly from established group norms. In
effect, the entire continuum of organizational life cycles of an organization may be present
on a single school campus.
In a single case qualitative study of an independent school in Australia, Clarke (2000)
found that it was not the possession of particular skills but the ability of a principal to use
a combination of different skills that increased principals’ effectiveness. These findings
supported the work of Louis and Murphy (1994) and Blase (1991), who highlighted the
principal’s need to use a variety of skills in the micro-political organizations that are
present in a school. In interviews with 21 principals from 4 different states, the type of
school was not found to be significant when the principal was successful in addressing the
needs of the school (Portin, Schneider, DeArmond, & Gundlach, 2003).
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Rothschild (1993) noted that a leader needed to be: a risk-taker, a caretaker, a surgeon
and an undertaker, the four faces of strategic leadership. These leadership traits apply to
steering both the vision and culture of an organization. The risk-taker is the creative
gambler, the dreamer can create new organizations and build an institution during its
organizational infancy. The caretaker is the orderly manager who guides the mature
organization to stable, long-term prosperity. The surgeon can make the meticulous
changes and alterations to prolong the life of an organization, whereas the undertaker
maximizes the organization as it declines. The undertaker traits also help those who are
left behind in a declining organization, to cope with the change. Organizational cultures
and norms experience similar stages: the educational leader must guide the school through
the maze of shifting subgroup norms. The new life of one group may be the surgical cure
for the subset of the staff that seems “burned out” or tired of the struggle. This is where
the leadership of a school is solidly in what Schwann and Spady (1998, p. 26) called the
"cultural leadership domain."
Just as the principal leads the organizational culture of a school, the school’s culture
exerts influence on the skill set developed by the principal. This symbiotic relationship
links best educational practices to school climate. The leadership skill set will differ from
one school system to the next. The principal leads the school faculty and staff, and all
groups must operate with a shared mission and vision. For there to be a shared vision, it
must be one that is jointly derived. When it comes to working with adults, one
respondent to Follett (1996, p.178) remarked that “it is all right to work with anyone; what
is disagreeable is to feel too distinctly that you are working under anyone”. This trait is
needed in order to develop the human capital of the faculty. Educators must be
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collaborators in developing their vision. It must be our vision, our mission; and that sense
of “our” must flow from the principal, to the faculty, to students and to parents.
Through a series of focus group interviews, personal interviews and observation of 12
elementary school principals, Mitchell and Castle (2005) found elementary principals to
be aware that building a positive school climate is part of instructional leadership, and that
fostering a positive school climate begins with positive formal and informal interaction
with the faculty. The researchers were surprised by the extent to which the principal’s
attention to instructional leadership created a climate in which improved instruction
became an organizational goal. The nature of the improvement that is sought was highly
impacted by the context of individual schools.
Blake and Mouton (1964) asserted, in their Managerial Grid, that the most desirable
form of leadership is one with attention to both “product” and people, and this same
insight is captured in the managerial style of “team management” (Hersey & Blanchard,
1996). Leaders combine disparate parts into a directed community. Just as a high school
coach applies some of the same guiding principles to a different team every year, likewise
a principal seeks the same educational mission each year, to motivate teachers and staff
Leadership strategies change to meet the challenges of each new faculty and student-body.
Teachers are able to give us insight into identifying which actions of a principal impact
instruction (Blase & Blase, 1998). This study tests three leadership behaviors on
instruction in parochial schools.
Theoretical Framework
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There are many recommendations about the roles and functions of school principals.
Thelbert and William (2003, p.21) noted, “In essentially every report, the need for strong
leadership is stressed as necessary to bring our nation’s schools to the state of excellence.”
Schools need effective leadership and one framework is schools as learning communities.
This study rests solidly on the concept of effective schools as learning communities.
The learning community model for an educational organization is supported by Senge’s
(1990) learning organization concepts. Senge noted five disciplines that create learning
organizations: (a) personal mastery, (b) mental models, (c) shared vision, (d) team
learning and (e) systems thinking. When one reaches personal mastery, he or she has a
consistent sense of his or her current setting. At that point, it becomes possible to move
toward the goals of tomorrow. One is then aware of the mental models, or assumptions
that he or she holds, and how those assumptions interact with others in the organization.
Shared vision unites the organization to a set of goals. Team learning helps both
individuals and the organization grow professionally. Senge (2000, p.73) noted that, in
his own application of the learning organization, team learning did not produce uniformity
of thought, but rather, produced a group that “can learn to be effective in concert.”
Systems thinking allowed the various parts of the organization to see the need for
interdependency, with all parts working toward the shared vision. Senge noted that,
through systems thinking (the fifth discipline), the organization bound together the
previous four disciplines and became a learning organization able to adapt to change and
be creative in the acquisition and use of shared learning. Educators have embraced this
concept and called it a learning community (Hord, 1997; Louis & Kruse, 1995; Louis &
Marks, 1992; Prawatt,1993; Senge, 2000).
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In an extensive review of research pertaining to learning communities, Hord (1997)
buttressed the understanding of the term “learning community “for her colleagues in
education seeking improved instructional leadership. Hord’s experience concurs with the
research that suggests that a learning community can be the foundation for schools to
support structural change and instructional improvement. School based learning
communities can increase teacher empowerment and collective responsibility for student
learning (Kruse, Louis & Bryk, 1995) The focus of instructional leadership through a
learning community is improved student learning (Louis & Kruse, 1995). The 3 year
longitudinal case-study of four urban public schools by Kruse and Louis (1995) found that
leadership supported teacher development and a culture of trust and respect helped
increase student learning. This study explored these leadership behaviors in one Catholic
diocese among elementary school principals to discern how improved instruction is
fostered through the principal’s behavior.
Schools that strive to be learning communities maintain a collective
commitment to shared concepts and a belief in leadership that promotes the learning
community (Dufour & Eaker, 1998). The model of a community of learners can be felt in
the interaction of the faculty and administration through shared decision making. Hord
(1997) expounded on how a community of learners among teachers and administrators
can seek and share learning and then act on what they have learned. Hord went on to
note that a professional learning community needs shared vision, shared leadership
collective learning, and collective application of learning, as well as the physical
conditions to facilitate this new paradigm. Classroom visitation is also noted as a building
block (Hord, 1997; Louis & Marks, 1998). In an application of Hord’s work (1997),
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collaboration between regular and special education teachers while implementing
inclusive teaching practices led to the formation of a learning community through the
sharing of vision, leadership, values and practice (Walrond, 2005).
The term “community” is often used in reference to schools. The word community is
powerful and alive in education (Beck, 2002). A learning community can emerge as a
constructivist model for learning where knowledge is constructed within dialogue, and the
quality of that knowledge is impacted by the social context (White, 2002). The word
"community" evokes an expectation of dialogue, the pursuit of a common good. The
language used to describe schools gives us insight into how we begin to construct
meanings. To extend Beck’s use of “metaphoric mapping,” the common good is sought
through a cooperative dialogue in life-long learning. Better learning in the classroom is
the unifying characteristic of a learning community of professional educators (Louis &
Kruse, 1995). It has been asserted that principals build successful schools through
observations, instructional conferences, and in-service programs to enhance teachers’
skills (Wynne, 1980; US Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 1978). Blase and
Blase (1998) moved the discussion to include reflection on practice to the actions of
principals’ use in establishing an educational setting.
Research reveals the actions of principals have influence on schools. Principals as lead
learner in a community was found to be supported as groups of principals sought to
become a learning community ( Malloy, 2003; Sherman, 2000). Principals’ participation
in a professional learning community fostered the growth of learning communities at
school sites among the faculty and affirms the principals’ role the leader of the
organizational culture ( Van Gombos, 2004).
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Grave (1992) noted that in a learning community, cooperative and self-reflective
qualities combined as an organization works “toward common goals while respecting a
variety of perspectives, values and lifestyles” (p.94). A strong leader is needed, but the
leadership requires administrators and teachers to view themselves as part of the same
endeavor. This outlook will cause role boundaries to become more flexible (Kruse &
Louis, 1993). The National Association of Elementary School Principals (2001) urged
principals to build learning communities by using these standards of instructional
leadership that include:
• leading schools in a way that places student and adult learning at the center of the
schools focus
• setting high expectations for students' academic and social developments and for
the performance of adults
• creating a culture of continuous learning for adults that is tied to student learning
This supports the trend to multiple instructional leaders who are supported by the
principal, identified as the lead learner.
Using qualitative research methods with no a-priori definitions, Blase and Blase
(1998) sought to measure how principals impact teaching and learning in the classroom.
Eight hundred and nine public school teachers responded, providing descriptions of their
principals' behaviors that influenced classroom instruction. Blase and Blase noted that the
principal must nurture the faculty through conducting instructional conferences, providing
staff-development and developing teacher reflection. In this way, the principal impacts
student learning that is mediated through the faculty and that has been formed into a
learning community. In their study, Blase and Blase, offered insight on which of the
principals' actions impacted the classroom via the faculty.
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The theory that Blase and Blase (1998) promoted became evident as a result of
qualitative data gathered from 809 teachers. Their methods relied on individual
perceptions and interpretations by teachers of the leadership behaviors of principals. Their
research describes the principals' actions that have the greatest impact on classroom
learning. They suggest that a learning community is formed when a principal displays
instructional leadership behaviors that utilize instructional conferences to increase shared
vision, foster reflection on teaching to improve instruction, and facilitates purposeful staff
development. Table 2.1 diplays the relationship between Blase and Blase three leadership
behaviors (1998) and Senge’s 5 disciplines (1990).
Table 2.1 Senge Compared to Blasé and Blase
Senges 5 Diciplines Blase and Blase Three Leadership Behaviors
Personal Mastery
Mental Models
Shared Vision Teacher/ Principal Instructional
Team Learning Staff Development
Systems Thinking Reflection on practice
The combination of all three actions provides instructional leadership that impacts
learning in the classroom. “For example, effects on motivation and self esteem prompted
reflection, and this tended to result in greater reflectively informed behavior in the
classroom” (Blase & Blase, 1998, p. 156). Conversely, when the principals in the study
employed one action without the support of others, they were noted as less influential in
improving instruction. Blase and Blase highlighted the role of principal as a leader of
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leaders and a builder of partnerships. This is consistent with the idea of a learning
community.
Instructional Conference
The well-executed conference is a collaborative moment in which the school
principal and the teacher exchange input (Blase & Blase, 1998). The goal of a well-
constructed conference provides growth opportunities for both the principal and the
teacher. It is the moment in time that fosters a shared vision of what instruction can and
will be. In a two year case-study of an urban elementary school, teachers noted the
instructional conferences that focused on both the principal and teacher as instructional
leaders, and built a dialog that later led to productive reflection on practice (Zepeda,
2004). Essential dialog is fostered; it is not just the completion of a supervisory process,
when the conference gives the teacher scheduled time for reflection and feedback on
his/her classroom, while the principal surveys the instructional needs of the classroom and
the needs of individual learners. This model of the instructional conference (Blase &
Blase, 1998) helps build a partnership between teachers and parents, for the benefit of
students. A collaborative conference helps establish shared learning and the collaborative
structure sets the framework for reflection on practice. Collaboration and reflection among
principals and teachers are strategies that enhance student learning.
This is not the post observation conference taken from the time- honored teacher
observation and supervisory evaluation model (Blumberg & Amidon, 1965). In a study
involving 148 respondents of a sample of 300 principals from three states, 93% of
respondents stressed the need for post-observation conferences with faculty. Only 70%
reported that these conferences were important for improving instruction (Gordon,
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Meadows & Dyal, 2001). McGreal (1983) asserted that principal/teacher conferences
were effective for collecting data on teacher performance. The change in the principal's
instructional leadership role is changing the goal of the instructional conference.
The learning community embraces all members of an organization as a learner
(Senge, 1990). A learning community is more than the sum of individual learning, though
it does simultaneously encompass individual learning. Staff development, directed to
augment the shared vision that is forged in instructional conferences, gives teachers a
chance to both improve instruction and to model the value of lifelong learning they seek to
instill in their students. Integrated staff development that included shared leadership in
instructional conferences was found to improve classroom teaching in a study of 10
elementary schools (Devlin-Scherer, Devlin-Scherer; Wright; Roger; Meyers, 1997).
Staff Development
Staff development is the second area in which principals influence classroom
instruction. Purposeful staff development can be viewed in light of what Senge (1990)
calls team learning (i.e., “the process of aligning and developing the capacities of a team
to create the results is members desire” (Senge 1990, p. 236). This perspective also
magnifies the need to construct a shared vision of the organization’s future, so all can
strive to attain it. A consistent program of staff development is essential for improved
teaching and learning in our schools (Darling-Hammond, 1997; National Research
Council, 1999).
Effective principals encourage teachers to be learners. “Organizations learn only
through individuals who learn. Individual learning does not guarantee organizational
learning, but, without it, no organizational learning occurs” (Senge 1990, p. 139).
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Individual learning by organization members is integral for collective learning (Leithwood
et al, 1998). The characteristics of effective staff development include: emphasis on the
skills of teaching and learning; supporting collaboration among educators; providing
resources for redesigning programs; and applying the principles of adult learning to the
process of staff development (Blase & Blase, 1998) . If a principal respects the teachers
as learners, just as the teachers are asked to respect their students as learners, then staff
development can become a dynamic interchange that fosters creativity, collaboration and
innovation. The tools for maintaining the shared vision are found in effective staff
development. Staff development activities need to respect the expertise of the
professional teacher and augment that expertise as well. Faculty input augmented the
school improvement process, making all instructional leaders aware of the purpose of
organizational practices (Scribner, Cockrell, Cockrell, Valentine. 1999).
A strong system of staff enrichment encourages teacher input into the design and
content of and scheduling staff development events. This helps ensure that in-service
training actually meets teachers’ needs. Staff development and in-service education in the
milieu of schools must move from the top-down dictates of the principal to a shared
enterprise between teachers and administration (Sergiovanni & Starratt, 1998). Teachers
become partners in the ongoing commitment to refine the craft of teaching. For staff
development to be successful, it must be sustained over time and directly related to
improving classroom instruction. (Kent, 2001)
Principals can support teacher innovations, providing intellectual stimulation and
making resources available buttresses for organizational learning (Larson-Knight, 2000).
In a review of 13 different approaches to effective teacher development, Guskey (2003)
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concluded that successful professional development is collaborative, purposeful, and
guided by the clear goal of improving student learning. Teachers should be given choices
from among optional development opportunities, so that they may choose the
development they need, given their cognitive style and career level needs. Productive staff
development gives teachers practical skills that may be adapted to different subject matter
and that enhances a teacher’s ability to instruct students with varied learning styles and
abilities. Hallinger and Heck (1996) suggested that both the process and the content of
learning forms students into lifelong learners and, consequently, members of future
learning-communities. The Blase and Blase (1998) concept of staff development contains
some of the same ideas of organizational learning and the model of a learning community.
Fullan (1993) asserted that, for organizations to learn, they must be filled with
individuals who are learning; but individual learning does not automatically ensure
organizational learning. Individual learning precedes organizational learning; it does not
guarantee it. The logical progression calls administrators to examine their instructional
leadership in the area of the formation and support of teachers through staff development.
The work of Becerra-Fernandez, Stevenson, and Martin (2001) urged school
administrators to take on the role of “chief learning officer.” In this role, they will lead
organizational learning by linking people and data through a technology infrastructure that
will foster the sharing ideas, and will make performance benchmarking easier. DuFour
(2002) urged principals to become learning leaders rather than instructional leaders as
they view the school’s structures and culture in search of what supports learning. This
requires collaboration among teachers and continued learning for them.
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Sergiovanni and Starratt (1998) asserted similar convictions, as they noted that in-
service education in schools must move from the purview of the principal to become a
shared realm with teachers. Each teacher becomes a herald for the ongoing commitment
to refine the craft of teaching. Thus, the impact of a principal on student learning is
mediated by the faculty. Louis and Marks (1998) supported formation of a professional
learning community among teachers at a school as an avenue to have a positive influence
on classroom instruction and student achievement. The case-study research of Dorph,
Stodolsky and Wohl (2002) found teachers expressing tension between the “learning” and
“community” role of this new staff development dynamic. How much leadership can
teachers express before being perceived as “pushy”? Though the case-studies highlighted
the tension of the learning-community paradigm, it called for more research on resolving
the tension. The vision of who we want our students to be is taught by teachers through
the process and content of daily lessons. Both the process and the content form our
students into life-long learners, members of future learning communities.
Reflection on Practice
The spirit of collaboration is alive in all three tenets of the Blase and Blase (1998)
study. The third tenet of their study supported the principal as the facilitator of reflection
among the faculty. “Reflective practice is founded on the assumption that increased
awareness of one’s professional performance can result in considerable improvement of
performance” (p.83). Principals should model and foster an environment that encourages
inquiry, risk-taking, and critical thinking, so as to create a base for reflection on practice.
To create a learning community that supports this, the principals can accentuate the
importance of reflective thinking by creating the time and space to share reflections as a
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faculty. School leadership can establish a school-wide norm that fosters teachers’ ability
to plan classroom strategies. (Squires, Huitt & Segars, 1981).
Reflection takes on many styles, from simple descriptions of ideas to critical analysis
of problem areas and the application of new research to attack these problems. Teacher
coaching and collaboration augment reflective thinking (Blase & Blase, 1998). This
assertion is supported by Borko, Elliot, McIver and Wolf (2000), who also found that
teachers who are active learners improve their teaching skills. When new competencies
are tested and refined, the effects are more readily assessed and reconsidered. Blase and
Blase noted that “our study provided compelling evidence of the dramatic effects of
principals’ behaviors can influence the reflective capacities of teachers. These behaviors
include; modeling, classroom observation, dialog, suggestion and praise” (p. 92).
Reflection gives teachers a chance to derive meaning from the process of teaching and
learning. Deliberate reflection on practice also bears the fruit of instructional
improvement, for it is the time when meanings are assigned to the experiences of
teaching.
Summary
The school principal has an integral role in forming a dynamic and functioning
learning community. This represents a substantive departure from the line of reasoning
that promotes the omnicompetent administrator. This also represents a departure from the
model in which teachers dispense knowledge to students as if the students are empty
vessels to be filled. If one agrees with Blase and Blase (1998), one tacitly accepts that
teachers must be learners. Principals therefore move from the role of supervisor to the
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role of facilitator. Education becomes a relationship between learners and not a hierarchy
of principal, teacher and then student.
The task of a principal is imbued with hope and challenge. Though principals may
be future-focused, they are working today. If the principal is going to lead learning, the
principal must also be a learner. This is the root of a learning organization. “School
leaders who take seriously their instructional role are concerned to promote and develop
their schools as learning systems or professional learning communities” (Gold, 2003). It is
incumbent upon principals that they heed the signs of the times and be actively involved
in gaining new competencies.
The reciprocal nature of a learning community makes the development of the
human capital of the faculty and staff intrinsic to the leadership in school. The teachers
are the primary point of contact with the students. Teachers are also the first point of
contact for most parents. By investing in the human capital of the faculty, a principal
reaches two groups that are measures of accountability. To phrase it pictorially, the fruit
is on the branches (the students); the principal strengthens the tree (faculty and staff),
which is rooted in the soil of community (parents, Church, organizations).
This chapter has established that a principal must lead an institution that is wrought
with change. To do so, a principal needs to maintain a strong and consistent vision and use
a variety of leadership skills to build a shared vision with an array of stakeholders.
This study observes a model of a learning community as a model for keeping both
teachers and students engaged in the activities of learning. The question remains: how do
principals impact that process of teaching and learning? Blase and Blase (1998) offer one
set of answers to this question. Their conjecture, tested in the arena of Catholic schools,
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will shed light on the behaviors specific to the Catholic elementary school milieu and also
provide insight as to how the needs of the learning community impact the leadership
activities of the principal.
The next chapter presents the manner and tools through which the researcher
explores the behaviors of principals that impact instruction.
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CHAPTER III
Methodology
Background
This study explores principals' instructional leadership in Catholic elementary schools.
The researcher invited the population of the elementary school teachers in the Catholic
Diocese of Raleigh, North Carolina, to participate in this study. The methodology for this
study was driven by the question of how the leadership behaviors of Catholic school
principals impact and influence teachers’ perceptions of instruction in elementary
classrooms. Using a questionnaire that asked teachers to assess different leadership
actions of their principals, this study explored the faculty of Catholic elementary schools
for their insight on the instructional leadership of their principal. The quantitative
methodology described in this chapter allowed the research subjects to express their
opinions on the leadership activities of principals that contribute to classroom instruction.
This study asked elementary school teachers in Catholic schools to define which
behaviors of principals influenced classroom instruction. Both K-5 and K-8 schools were
considered to be elementary schools (Kennedy, 2005). The research assessed leadership
behaviors that were thought to improve instruction through building a learning community
among the school staff.
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The study used a modified version of the Blase and Blase (1998) Inventory of
Strategies Used by Principals to Influence Classroom Teaching (ISUPICT) to assess the
principals’ impact on teaching through: educational conferences, staff development and
the facilitating of reflection on classroom practice.
Population
The population of this study included all the elementary school teachers from the
Catholic Diocese of Raleigh, North Carolina. There were 23 schools in the 54 counties
(31,875 square miles) of eastern North Carolina that constituted the Catholic Diocese of
Raleigh (Kennedy, 2005). The researcher invited the total population of these teachers to
participate, designed to examine the principals' leadership behavior, and its impact on
their teachers.
The Catholic elementary schools of Raleigh consist of a population that scored above
the national average on the nationally normed Iowa Test of Basic Skills. Given that all
these schools were educationally sound, they made fertile ground for exploring leadership
behaviors of principals whose actions were assessed about their impact on their teaching ,
as perceived by teachers. In the period of this study (2006), the Raleigh Catholic Diocese
schools were located in predominantly urban/suburban settings. The 529 elementary
school teachers were almost entirely female (89%) (Kennedy, 2005). The Raleigh
Diocese elementary schools had an enrollment of 7,376 students in 23 schools located
across 54 counties which cover 31,875 square miles of eastern North Carolina (NCEA
REPORT, 2005). These schools had an average tuition of $3,700 per year, which was
higher that the national average of $2,432 for Catholic elementary schools. The schools
in the Raleigh Diocese had a racial minority enrollment of 1066 (14%).
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Instrumentation
Boyd and Hord (1994) used a longitudinal case study approach with in depth
interviews in investigating educational leaders' actions during the implementation of
school reforms. Though this brought forth rich data, the nature of this research disallowed
longitudinal studies. Kruse and Louis (1993) employed field notes interviews as they
explored school leadership. The study brought structural concerns that could impede
school restructuring and began to highlight the role of principals as the facilitator of
teacher development that improves student outcomes. The model of a learning community
was seen as a structure for instructional leadership. As researcher, my question of the
principals` impact on the classroom was supported by their results but not explored
directly by their methodology.
The increase of the interest in examining the learning community as a prominent model
for instructional leadership led me to consider the use of an instrument ( Hord & Meehan,
1999) that consisted of 17 descriptors of a learning community. The instrument they used,
Descriptors of Professional Learning Communities, had varied degrees or reliability in
each usage. The Alpha ranged from .62 to .95. The instrument tested the construct of a
learning community, whereas my research did not test this construct. Thus, when the
extension of the work of Blase and Blase (1998) emerged, it became instrument of choice
for this study. Blase and Blase had no a priori assumptions, and in an exploratory,
qualitative model they had asked public school teachers to describe in narrative form how
their principals positively or negatively impacted instruction. This researcher, seized the
opportunity to test the theory they purported, albeit this study researched principals in
parochial schools, and used quantitative research methods to test their concepts.
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The instrument used in this study is an adapted form of the Inventory of Strategies
Used by Principals to Influence Classroom Teaching (ISUPICT). The survey instrument
was adapted from the qualitative study originally designed to measure the impact of the
principal’s leadership behavior on teaching among 806 public school teachers in grades
K-12. From this study, three leadership behaviors principals used to impact instruction
were developed. Using this model, the theory is grounded in the data set, not imposed
upon it (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996).
Instrument scale reliability. When an analysis of the internal consistency for the
instrument was performed, the result was encouraging. The reliability alpha for the scale
of 32 items was.978, a value that is well above the mark of .07, which indicates strong
internal consistency of the survey questions among the respondents (Gall, Borg & Gall,
1996).
The instrument measures three dimensions of principals’ instructional leadership
behavior: (a) conducting educational conferences; (b) staff development; and (c)
fostering reflection on practice, all of which correspond to the essence of learning
community. The 32 item questionnaire consists of three categories (see Appendix C).
Table 3-1 (see below) presents the survey items separated into the three subsets of the
dependent variables.
Table 3.1
Three Categories of the Questionnaire
Three main categories
Item number for questions that will be entered as part of each
main category
Instructional Conference Items 1,2,3,4,5,6,10,11,12,13, 32
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1. My principal gives me suggestions for improving my
teaching during the conference we have after a
classroom observation.
2. My principal gives me proactive suggestions for
improvement informally, out side of a post-
observation conference.
3. My principal suggests actions that are purposeful and
appropriate to the students I teach.
4. My principal asks me what I feel went well in the
lesson that was observed as part of my evaluation.
5. My principal asks me where I see areas in my teaching
that could use improvement.
6. My principal encourages me to use interactive
teaching methods.
10. My principal asks me why I made the choices to use
certain instructional methods and lessons.
11. My principal asks me if my lessons reach their
intended outcomes.
12. My principal asks my opinion on how to improve
instruction.
13.My principal offers input on how I can improve
instruction.
32. My principal visits classrooms.
Staff Development Items 14,15,16,17,18,19,20,21,23,24,28
14. My principal gives me choices as to how I
implement the suggested changes to instruction.
15. My principal distributes educational journal articles
that are relevant to classroom teaching.
16. My principal invites the faculty to discussions of
articles from educational journals.
17. My principal keeps the faculty informed of
workshops, seminars and conferences that are
related to instruction.
18. My principal gives the faculty discretion to choose
workshops, seminars and conferences that are
related to instruction.
19. My principal facilitates time for me to share
information with other teachers, as based on
conferences/ workshops that I attend.
20. My principal schedules planning time for teachers
to work together to improve instruction.
21. My principal participates in cooperative
instructional planning meetings.
23. My principal encourages me to observe other
Formatted: Font: 12 pt
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teachers and learn from their classroom practices.
24. My principal encourages me to watch teachers that
are recognized as exemplary.
28. My principal provides resources for teachers to
improve instruction.
Reflection on Practice Items 7,8,9,22,25,26,27,29,30,31
7. My principal has positive interactions with the faculty
outside the classroom setting.
8. My principal has positive interactions with students
during instructional time.
9. My principal offers input on how I maintain the
student/teacher relationship.
22. My principal schedules times when teachers can take
a break together and informally share thoughts and
ideas.
25. My principal partners experienced teachers as
mentors for less experienced teachers.
26. My principal informs teachers of the areas that will
be a focus for improvement.
27. My principal organizes the needed data to help the
faculty focus on improvement goals.
29.My principal provides opportunities for teachers to
share resources that will improve instruction.
30.My principal facilitates partnerships with
professionals and volunteers who augment instruction.
31. My principal praises specific teaching behaviors.
Data collection. The Superintendent of the Raleigh Diocese system granted the
researcher, permission to distribute the research instrument to teachers in the 23
elementary schools. Upon receipt of this permission, a questionnaire was mailed to 529
teachers. A letter of introduction accompanied the questionnaire informing the teachers of
the purpose of the research, and the confidentiality of all teachers’ responses. The letter
Formatted: Font: 12 pt
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also provided instructions for completing and returning the questionnaire. Teachers
returned the questionnaires to the researcher via U.S. mail, in postage paid envelopes
provided by the researcher. The purpose of the questionnaire was to gather teachers’
perceptions of their principal’s instructional leadership.
Participation in the research was voluntary and anonymous. The questionnaire did not
identify the teacher’s name or the school in which he/she taught. The questionnaire took
approximately 20 minutes to complete. As the teachers completed the questionnaire, they
inserted it into the envelope and placed it in the outgoing school mail. The researcher
received completed questionnaires via U.S. mail. The researcher is a former principal and
in the Raleigh Diocese and presently works as part of the diocesan central administration.
Data analysis. The data collected were the questionnaires that Diocese of Raleigh
Catholic elementary school teachers completed and returned. Descriptive data were
tabulated for all independent variables and dependent variables. This included the means
and standard deviations on 32 question items; and descriptive data about the schools, and
the teachers completing the questionnaire. The 32 questions formed the total instructional
leadership score; there were three sub –categories of the instructional leadership score of
principals. The three sub-categories of instructional leadership were :(a) teacher-principal
conferences; (b) staff development; and (c) reflection on teaching practice. The major
research question was “What characteristics influence principal’s instructional leadership
in Catholic elementary schools?”  
 The F-Test or Analysis of Variance Statistics (ANOVA) was used to determine how
the independent variables influenced the instructional leadership behavior of principals.
(Gall , Borg & Gall, 1996; Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1998). The study analyzed whether
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principals’, teachers’ and schools’ characteristics significantly influenced principals'
leadership behavior. Separate F-tests (ANOVA) were executed for each independent
variables of the school: enrollments, grade level, percentage of minority enrollment,
school tuition, teacher experience totally and experience at the present school, grade level
taught by respondent, and principal’s experience. This research used a significance level
of 0.05 for statistical analyses. The F-test (also called an analysis of variance or ANOVA)
was used to determine if there was a statistically significant difference between the mean
scores between different levels of the independent variables. This would indicate that
there was more variance in response between groups than within a group. (Gall, Borg &
Gall, 1996). The numeric result of the F-Test denotes if the hypothesis is rejected when
compared to an estimated F-value from a statistical table. The comparison of the estimated
value and the computed value allow us to discover if the independent variables produce an
effect (Sprinthall, 1994). There was no need for post hoc analysis because each dependent
variable was limited to two levels.
Setting
The setting for this study was the Catholic school system of the Diocese of Raleigh,
North Carolina. The Diocese covered 23 elementary schools in the 54 eastern-most
counties of North Carolina. The participants came from a population of 529 teachers from
the Diocese of Raleigh. A response rate of 30% was realized. As researcher, I asked the
responding teachers to complete the 32 items of the instructional leadership
questionnaire.
Operational Definition of Variables
53
Dependent variable. The dependent variable of this study was the total leadership score.
This total score was then explored in three sub-sets, as listed below:
A. The total instructional leadership score of 32 items on the questionnaire.
B. Instructional conferences (the first sub-set), as defined by the following 10
items on the questionnaire are:
1. My principal gives me suggestions for improving my teaching during the
conference we have after a classroom observation.
2. My principal gives me proactive suggestions for improvement informally, out side
of a post-observation conference.
3. My principal suggests actions that are purposeful and appropriate to the students I
teach.
4. My principal asks me what I feel went well in the lesson that was observed as part
of my evaluation.
5. My principal asks me where I see areas in my teaching that could use improvement
6. My principal encourages me to use interactive teaching methods
7. My principal asks me why I made the choices to use certain
instructional methods and lessons.
8. My principal asks me if my lessons reach their intended
outcomes
9. My principal asks my opinion on how to improve instruction
10. My principal offers input on how I can improve instruction
11. My principal visits classrooms
C. Staff development (the second sub-set), as defined by the following items from the
questionnaire are:
1. My principal gives me choices as to how I implement the suggested changes to
instruction
2. My principal distributes educational journal articles that are relevant to classroom
teaching
3. My principal invites the faculty to discussions of articles from educational journals
4. My principal keeps the faculty informed of workshops, seminars and conferences
that are related to instruction
5. My principal Gives the faculty discretion to choose workshops, seminars and
conferences that are related to instruction
6. My principal facilitates time for me to share information with other teachers based
on conferences/ workshops that I attend
7. My principal schedules planning time for teachers to work together to improve
instruction
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8. My principal participates in cooperative instructional planning meetings
9. My principal encourages me to observe other teachers and learn from their
classroom practices
10. My principal encourages me to watch teachers that are recognized as exemplary
11. My principal provides resources for teachers to improve instruction
D. Teacher reflection on practice the (third sub-set), as defined by the following
items from the questionnaire are:
1. My principal has positive interactions with the faculty outside the classroom
setting
2. My principal has positive interactions with students during instructional time
3. My principal offers input on how I maintain the student/teacher relationship
4. My principal schedules times when teachers can take a break together and
informally share thoughts and ideas
5. My principal partners experienced teachers as mentors for
less experienced teachers
6. My principal informs teachers of the areas that will be a focus for improvement
7. My principal organizes the needed data to help the faculty focus on improvement
goals
8. My principal provides opportunities for teachers to share resources that will
improve instruction
9. My principal facilitates partnerships with professionals and volunteers who
augment instruction
10. My principal praises specific teaching behaviors
Independent Variables:
1. School tuition – Annual tuition paid at in-parish rate at the following levels: $3,700 or
above $3,700
2. School type- – defines the school as either K-5 of K-8 
 
3. School size- number of students attending the school as: 300 or less, Over 300
4. Minority enrollment – percentage of racial minority students above or below 15%
5. Years of teaching experience – total number of years the respondent has been a
teacher at three levels; 4 years or less, 5 to 8 years, 9 or more years
6. Teacher’s years experience at present school – the two levels of experience
respondents could choose were; 4 years or less, more than 4 years
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7. Grade levels taught- levels at which the respondent presently instructs students
divided into three choices; K-2, 3-5, 6-8  
 
8. Principal’s years experience at the present school - the number of years (4 years or
less, over 4 years) the principal has served at the school at which the respondent is
presently employed
Hypotheses
A. Total Instructional Leadership Score
Fourteen hypotheses were tested. The total instructional leadership score, which is the
foundation of the first eight hypothesis, would show whether instructional leadership of
principals were influenced by the eight independent variables listed below.
1. School type (K-5 or K-8) influences the instructional leadership behavior of
principals’.
This variable contributes to school size. The researcher anticipates faculty
perceptions of the principal’s leadership behavior will not vary greatly. Leadership
qualities of successful principals address school’s needs regardless of school type
(Portin, Schneider, DeArmond, & Gundlach, 2003).
2. A school’s enrollment influences the instructional leadership behavior of principals’.
In the series of hypotheses, school size is expected to influence teachers’ perception
of the frequencies of principals’ leadership actions and the impact on their teaching.
Plecki (1991) urged the use of more studies of school size and student achievement.
She found no support for the assertion that larger schools are associated with
improved student performance. Howley (2000) suggested that enrollment of 350
was the upper limit for elementary school enrollment to foster strong student
outcomes. Similarly, Sergiovanni (1993) focused on the notion that for community
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to serve as a buttress to education, an upper limit of enrollment should be 300
students in an elementary school. Borland and Howsen (2003) showed that student
performance in elementary schools improved until the schools reached 760 students,
after which improvement decreased. All these studies measured student achievement
as the dependent variable against the independent variable of school size. Though
school size has been studied in correlation to student achievement, this current
research takes a new direction to examine the teachers’ perception of principals’
impact on classroom instruction in a range of comparatively smaller schools, none
larger than 600 students. School size matters in other areas; this study will apply
school size to teachers’ perceptions of the principal’s leadership actions.
3. The percentage of minority students in a school influences the instructional
leadership behavior of principals.
The leadership actions assessed in this study were derived from public school
teachers (Blase & Blase, 1998). The researcher assumes that Catholic schools will
be less diverse than public schools and will assess the influence of diversity on
principal’s leadership behavior. No significant difference in leadership behavior is
expected for awareness of the cultural differences among all students’ benefits
teaching and learning (Tharp, Estrada, Dalton, & Yamauchi, 2000).
4. The tuition level of a school influences the instructional leadership behavior of
principals.
There were no data available on the social economic status of students in the
schools. Schools admit students who are unable to pay full tuition but those
students’ names were confidential and were unavailable to the researcher. This
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hypothesis assesses any impact of social economic status as part of a school’s
diversity that may influence principals’ leadership behavior.
5. A teacher's years of experience in a school will influence his/her perception of a
principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
A community of learners is thought to have a shared vision. Dewey (1938)
asserted that the meanings forged from the experiences of today become the tools
used to cope with tomorrow. Restine (1997) held that a principal’s professional
development can be driven by early experiences and the meanings derived from
them. These assertions were tested as the researcher examined whether both the
teachers' years of experience and the principals’ years of experience in a school had
an impact on the teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ leadership actions
(hypotheses 7 and 8 below). The research noted whether, in a climate of shared
vision, principals' years of service had a positive impact on the teachers.
6. The grade level(s) taught by the teacher will influence his/her perception of a
principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
This item explores if teachers who teach at different grade levels have varied
expectations of principals leadership behaviors.
7. A teacher’s total years of experience the in a teaching career will influence his/her
perception of a principals instructional leadership behavior.
8. A principal's years of experience in a school will influence his/her instructional
leadership behavior
B. Instructional Conference
9. School Type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’ perceptions of instructional
conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
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10. The tuition level of the school will influence teachers’ perceptions of instructional
conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
A well-constructed conference provides growth opportunities for both the
principal and the teacher that fosters a shared vision of what instruction can and
will be (Blase & Blase, 1998). Instructional conferences build a dialog that later
leads to productive reflection on practice (Zepeda, 2004). Essential dialog is
fostered; it is not just the completion of a supervisory process, when the
conference gives the teacher scheduled time for reflection and feedback on his/her
classroom, while the principal surveys the instructional needs of the classroom and
the needs of individual learners. Instructional conferences help build a partnership
that benefits students (Blase & Blase, 1998).
C. Staff Development
11. School type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’ perceptions of staff
development as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and
K-8 schools
12. The tuition of the school will influence teachers’ perceptions of staff
development as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and
K-8 schools
Integrated staff development that included shared leadership in instructional
conferences was found to improve classroom teaching in a study of 10 elementary
schools (Devlin-Scherer, Devlin-Scherer; Wright; Roger; Meyers, 1997). Purposeful
staff development can be viewed in light of what Senge calls “team learning” which
develops capacities of a team that are aligned to the shared vision team members
desire (Senge 1990, p. 236). A consistent program of staff development is essential
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for improved teaching and learning in our schools (Darling-Hammond, 1997;
National Research Council, 1999). The characteristics of effective staff
development include: emphasis on the skills of teaching and learning; supporting
collaboration among educators; providing resources for redesigning programs; and
applying the principles of adult learning to the process of staff development (Blase
& Blase, 1998). For staff development to be successful, it must be sustained over
time and directly related to improving classroom instruction. (Kent, 2001)
D. Reflection on Practice
13. School type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’ perceptions of fostering
reflection on practice as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in
K-5 and K-8 schools
14. School tuition will influence teachers’ perceptions of instructional
conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and
K-8 schools
Reflective practice is founded on the assumption that increased awareness of
one’s professional performance can result in considerable improvement of
performance” (Blase and Blase , 1998; p.83). Reflection on practice also bears the
fruit of instructional improvement, for it is the time when meanings are assigned to
the experiences of teaching. Teachers who are active learners have seen improvement
in their teaching skills (Borko, Elliot, McIver and Wolf, 2000).
Limitations of the Research
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The population for this research included Catholic school teachers in the Diocese of
Raleigh, North Carolina. The study did not incorporate other faith-based elementary
schools. This population consisted of 529 elementary school teachers (Kennedy, 2005).
There were no data available on the social economic status of students in the
schools. Though schools admit students who are unable to pay full tuition, those students’
names were deemed confidential and were unavailable to the researcher. The parochial
schools are not included in the North Carolina state mandated testing program for public
schools; this prevented a direct comparison to the local public schools. (The researcher's
having previously been a principal in the system made him aware of these limitations.)
Studies of urban and suburban schools did not lead the researcher to believe that this
factor would have a significant impact because schools in this study lacked any inner-city
sites. Characteristics of the teachers, such as participation in staff development and being
part of shared decision-making in the school have outweighed any effects of the difference
between the urban/rural and suburban setting (Phillips 2003; Reuter 1992). In addition,
Fan (1998) noted that differing definitions of “urban,” "suburban," and “rural” make
comparisons between studies problematic. Furthermore, when teachers were sorted by
gender, Klecker (1997) found no statistically significant difference in how elementary
school teachers perceived their job satisfaction. Therefore, this study did not included
school location or teacher gender as independent variables
The instrument also allowed the teacher to respond about any principal with whom
he/she had worked. This was done to provide anonymity for principals. The instrument
was also limited to assessing the principals' instructional leadership.
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Another limitation of this study is the low response rate from the K-5 schools. The
wide divergence in the number of respondents hampered the ability to get a true
comparison of significant differences in the responses of the two types of school.
The responses given in this study may have been limited due to the researcher’s role in
the central administration in the Raleigh Diocese. The spirit of collaboration that a
learning community seeks to create does not immediately ease apprehension of reporting
data to the central office.
Summary
This chapter identifies the setting, Catholic elementary schools. The populations of 529
teachers were invited and 161 teachers responded. The steps taken to ensure the
anonymity of the respondents thwarted any process to identify schools that did not
respond or to offer encouragement to non-participants.
The researcher sought to understand the Catholic elementary school principals’
instructional leadership behavior and its impact on teachers. The quantitative
methodology chosen tested eight hypotheses relating to the principals' instructional
leadership behaviors. The 32-item questionnaire assessed factors that contributed to
effective instructional leadership. The model of a learning community was used as a
framework for viewing effective instructional leadership behaviors. Eight hypotheses
explored the way the characteristics of a school and the faculty impact the principals'
instructional leadership. The next chapter will discuss the findings of this study.
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Chapter IV
DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS
Background for Data Analysis and Findings
This study explored the instructional leadership behaviors of Catholic elementary
school principals. Using a 32-item questionnaire, the study examined the impact of eight
independent variables on the teachers’ perceptions of their principals’ leadership
behaviors. Teachers were asked to score the 32 leadership items of principal’s
instructional leadership behaviors. The study's hypotheses are:
A. Total Instructional Leadership Score
1. School type (K-5 or K-8) influences the principal's instructional leadership behavior.
2. School size influences the principal's instructional leadership behavior.
3. The percentage of minority students influences the principal's instructional leadership
behavior.
4. The tuition level of a school influences the principal's instructional leadership
behavior.
5. A teacher's years of experience in a school influences his or her perception of the
principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
6. The grade level(s) taught by the teacher influence(s) his or her perception of a
principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
7. A teacher’s total years of experience in a teaching career influence his or her
perception of a principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
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8. A principal's years of experience in a school influence his or her instructional
leadership behavior.
B. Instructional conference
9. School Type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’ perceptions of instructional
conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
10. The tuition level of the school will influence teachers’ perceptions of instructional
conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
C. Staff Development
11. School type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’ perceptions of staff development as
part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
12. The tuition level of the school will influence teachers’ perceptions of staff
development as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
D. Reflection on practice
13. School type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’ perceptions of fostering reflection
on practice as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
14. School tuition will influence teachers’ perceptions of instructional
conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
The F-tests was used to examine whether schools’ characteristics influence principals’
instructional leadership behaviors. That is, the F-test was used to determine whether
principals’ instructional leadership varied significantly across selected independent
variables to accept or reject stated hypotheses (Gall, Borg, and Gall 1996).
A significance level of 0.05 for statistical analyses was used.
64
The Population
This study included 161 of the 529 Catholic elementary school teachers in the Diocese
of Raleigh. The demographics of the North Carolina Public School System and the
Diocese of Raleigh are compared in Table 4.1 (see below). These numbers reflect the
national trend, that public schools enroll a higher percentage of racial minority students.
African American students constitute the largest minority group in both school systems
with 31.6% of public school students and 3.9% in the Catholic schools in the study
population. Though the gap decreases, public schools remain significantly more diverse in
all categories except “other”. The lack of diversity in Catholic schools should be
considered a factor in the results of this study.
Table 4.1 
North Carolina and Raleigh Diocese School Student Compositions
NC Public Schools Diocese of Raleigh
White students 58.3% - 793,002 students 86% - 6,310 students
Black students 31.6% - 429,826 students 3.9% - 297 students
Hispanic students 6.7% - 91,134 students 4.6% - 342 students
Asian /Pacific Islander 2.0% - 27,204 students .1% - 10 students
Other 1.4% - 19,043 students 5.4% - 417 students
Student teacher ratio 15.1/1 11.2/1
Note .This table is derived from the data of the National Center for Education Statistics
(NCES) and the National Catholic Education Association (NCEA).
The total population of 529 elementary school teachers was surveyed to examine
their perceptions of specific leadership actions of principals. This population was chosen
to provide a view of Catholic elementary school teachers in the greater Raleigh Diocese.
All primary schools in the Diocese of Raleigh scored above the national average on the
nationally normed Iowa Test of Basic Skills (see appendix B). Using the Iowa Test of
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Basic skills data, these schools were considered educationally sound and thus were fertile
ground for exploring which actions of the principal were perceived by teachers to have
positive impact on classroom instruction.
Response rate. All 529 elementary school teachers in the Raleigh Diocese were given
the opportunity to participate in the study. The questionnaires were distributed by US mail
and contained an introductory letter, a data gathering instrument and a postage paid
envelope for the return of the questionnaire. There was no identifying information for the
school or the teacher placed on the questionnaire to preserve anonymity for respondents.
Initial response was 136. On the 10th day after the initial questionnaire was mailed, a
reminder was mailed to participants. An additional 25 surveys were returned after the
reminder. The overall rate of response was 30%, with 161 respondents. This response rate
was lower than expected. The particular weakness was the ratio of the K-5 school
participation, which was well below expectations. The researcher previously served as a
principal in the Raleigh Diocese and is presently part of central administration. This may
have influenced teachers choices to become a respondent to the questionnaire.
Hypotheses Testing
The major dependent variable was principals’ instructional leadership: the overall
instructional leadership score of the 32 leadership behavior items on the questionnaire.
This variable represents teachers’ perceptions of the impact of principals’ instructional
leadership behavior on teaching. Three minor dependent variables were generated by
averaging the three subsets of instructional leadership items corresponding to: staff
development, reflection on practice and instructional conferences. The means and
standard deviations of these four dependent variables are presented below (see Table 4.2).
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On average, teachers perceived their principals’ leadership behavior to have slight
positive impact on classroom instruction (3.72~3.86 on a scale of 5). A score of 3.5 and
over is deemed to be a positive assessment of the principals’ instructional leadership
behavior. The total leadership score and the three sub-categories all scored above 3.5.
Reflection on practice had the highest mean score displaying teachers’ perception that
reflective practices have a stronger influence of improving instruction.
Table 4.2.
Means and Standard Deviations of Major and Minor Dependent Variables
Dependent
Variables
Total
Leadership
Score
Instructional
Conferences
Staff
Development
Reflection
on Practice
Mean 3.772 3.722 3.724 3.860
Standard Deviation 0.699 0.775 0.735 0.775
N 160 155 156 156
F-tests along with the means, standard deviations, and numbers of respondents (N)
for each of the eight independent variables are presented below. These F-tests explored to
find whether or not there were significant differences in teachers’ perceptions of
principals’ instructional leadership, due to these eight school and teacher characteristics.
Total Instructional Leadership Behaviors
Hypothesis 1: School type (K-5 or K-8) influences the instructional leadership behavior of
principals: A 2 by 2 ANOVA test of school by grade level and tuition (see Table 4-3
below), and a 2x2 means table revealed that neither school grade level nor tuition level
has significant effect on principals’ instructional leadership behavior. The interaction of
the two independent variables also did not show significantly different interaction between
the dependent variables. Teachers in K-5 and K-8 schools have similar perceptions about
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their principals’ instructional leadership behavior. The estimated F value is 3.92 (Hinkle,
Wiersma & Jurs p. 639-644). The calculated value of 1.73 is less than estimated F-value
and therefore, hypothesis 1 was not supported.
Table 4.3 ANOVA- Total Instructional Leadership by School Type and Tuition Level
Source of Variation Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
School Type .83 1 .83 1.73 .190
Tuition 2.04 1 2.04 .01 .948
Grade level by Tuition .16 1 .16 .33 .568
Error 72.73 152 .48
Total 2275.37 156
*significance at the .05 level
Table 4.4 displays K-5 schools lower mean scores for the influence of the principals
leadership behaviors than K- 8 schools. Though a total instructional leadership mean score
of 3.5 or above is supports that teachers viewed the principals behavior as having
influence on instruction, the low response rate of the K-5 schools render the school size
comparison unreliable. K-8 schools with tuition under $3,700 reveal the highest means
score of 3.84 on the scale of 1-5.
Table 4.4 Descriptive Statistics
Total Instructional Leadership: Mean and Standard Deviation by School Type by Tuition
Level
Tuition School Type
K-5 School K-8 School
Below $3,700 Mean
SD
N
3.41
1.03
6
3.84
.66
64
$3,700 and above Mean
SD
N
3.55
.49
4
3.73
.69
82
*significance at the .05 level
Formatted: Centered
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The overwhelming majority of the responding teachers are from K-8 schools (see
Table 4.5 below); less than 7% of the teachers were teaching in K-5 schools. The low
response rate from the K-5 schools will make robust comparisons problematic.
Table 4.5. 
Grade Levels of School
Frequency Percentage
Grades K-5 are present at the school 10 6.2
Grades K - 8 are present at the school 151 93.8
Total 161 100.0
Hypothesis 2: The tuition level of a school ($3,700 and above or
below) influences the instructional leadership behavior of principals’. The 2 by 2
ANOVA test of tuition by school type (Table 4-6 below), revealed no significant impact
on principals’ instructional leadership behavior. The interaction of the two independent
variables was not significant. The result indicates that principals’ instructional leadership
behaviors do not change from lower tuition schools to higher tuition schools. The
estimated F value is 3.92 (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs p. 639-644). The calculated value of
.01 is less than estimated F-value and therefore, hypothesis 2 was not supported.
Table 4.6 ANOVA-Total instructional Leadership by Tuition by School Type
Source of Variation Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
Tuition 2.04 E-03 1 2.04 E-03 .01 . 948
School Type .83 1 .83 1.73 .190
Tuition by School Type .16 1 .16 .33 .568
Error 72.73 152 .48
Total 2275.37 156
*significance at the .05 level
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Table 4.7 reveals K-5 schools, regardless of tuition level attained a loweer mean
(3.47~ 3.55) score for the influence of the principals’ leadership behaviors than K- 8
schools. (3.73~3.84). The total of 3.84 on a scale of 1-5 denotes positive influence of
principal’s instructional leadership behavior in K-8 schools with tuition under $3,700.
The low response rate of the K-5 schools makes school size comparisons invalid.
Table 4.7 Descriptive Statistics
Total Instructional Leadership: Mean and Standard Deviation by Tuition by School Level
Tuition School Type
K-5 School K-8 School
Below $3,700 Mean
SD
N
3.41
1.03
6
3.84
.66
64
$3,700 and above Mean
SD
N
3.55
.49
4
3.73
.69
82
*significance at the .05 level
The independent variable school tuition (Table 4.8)_classified the teachers into two
groups of roughly equal sizes when the differentiation of K-5 or K-8 is removed. Teachers
are from schools with tuitions above and below $3,700; 53.4% of the respondents are
from schools that have tuition higher that $3,700 and 43.5 % are from schools with tuition
$3,700 and lower. (Table 4.8 below).
TABLE 4.8 School Tuition
Frequency Percent
Tuition $3,700 or under 70 43.5
Tuition Over $3,700 86 53.4
Sub Total 156 96.9
Missing 5 3.1
Total 161 100.0
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Hypothesis 3: The size of a school influences the instructional leadership behavior of
principals’.
A 2 by 2 ANOVA test of school size by school type (K-5, K-8) (Table 4.9 below)
reveal no significant impact of the two independent variables on principals’ instructional
leadership behavior. The interaction between school size and school type was not
significant. The ANOVA indicated that principals’ instructional leadership behaviors do
not vary between schools of different size. The estimated F value is 3.92 (Hinkle,
Wiersma & Jurs p. 639-644). The calculated value of .23 is less than estimated F-value
and therefore, hypothesis 3 was not supported.
Table 4.9 ANOVA-Total Instructional Leadership by School Size by School Type
Source of Variation Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
School Size .12 1 .12 .23 . 630
School Type .14 1 .14 .28 .595
School Size by School Type 5.65 1 5.65 .12 .735
Error 76.98 157 .49
Total 2368.90 161
*significance at the .05 level
Table 4.10 reports K-5 school with enrollment below 300 assess principals
instructional leadership behavior with the lowest mean score (3.43) yet not significantly
different from highest mean score of K-8 schools above 300 (3.81). Unequal N size
weakens the reliability of this comparison. School size did not significantly influence
teachers perceptions of principals leadership actions.
Table 4.10 Descriptive Statistics
Total Instructional Leadership: Mean and Standard Deviation by School Size by School
Type
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Size (enrollment) School Type
K-5 School K-8 School
300 or less Mean
SD
N
3.43
.87
9
3.76
.67
61
above 300 Mean
SD
N
3.74
1
3.81
.69
90
*significance at the .05 level
More teachers from larger schools (56.5%), with enrollments of 300 or more students,
answered the questionnaire than teachers from smaller schools (43.5%) with enrollments
under 300 students (Table 4-11). This table removed the impact of the low response rate
from K-5 schools as it narrows the analysis to school size alone.
TABLE 4.11 School Size (enrollment)
Frequency Percent
Enrollment of 300 or less 70 43.5
Enrollment of over 300 91 56.5
Total 161 100.0
Hypothesis 4: The percentage of minority student enrollment of a school influences the
instructional leadership behavior of principals’.
The 2 by 2 ANOVA test of minority enrollment by school type (K-5, K-8) (Table
4-12) revealed no significant impact on principal’s instructional leadership. Also the
interaction of between minority student enrollment and grade level was not significant.
The estimated F value is 3.92 (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs p. 639-644). The calculated value
of .35 is less than estimated F-value and hence, the null hypothesis was not disproved,
hypothesis 4 was not supported.
72
Table 4.12 ANOVA- Total Instructional Leadership by Minority Enrollment by
School Type
Source of Variation Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
Minority Enrolment .17 1 .17 .35 . 553
School Type .39 1 .39 .79 .375
Minority Enrollment
by School Type
.17 1 .17 .36 .551
Error 74.25 152 .49
Total 2295.76 156
*significance at the .05 level
Regardless of minority enrollment, K-5 school means score remained 3.47 (Table
4.13). K-8 schools with less than 15% minority students revealed the means score of 3.83
on a scale of 1-5, supporting a positive influence of the principals’ instructional leadership
behavior, though not statistically significant. The voracity of this comparison is
questionable due to the low response rate from K-5 schools (Table 4-13 below).
Table 4.13 Descriptive Statistics
Total Instructional Leadership: Mean and Standard Deviation by Minority Enrollment by
School Type
Minority Enrollment Percentage School Type
K-5 School K-8 School
15%or less Mean
SD
N
3.47
.90
6
3.83
.69
129
above 15% Mean
SD
N
3.47
.84
4
3.53
.65
17
*significance at the .05 level
Teachers’ indication of the minority enrollment (Table 4-14) closely matched the
minority enrollment provided for the school system (Kennedy 2005). More teachers from
schools with 15% or lower minority student enrollment responded.
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TABLE 4.14 Minority Enrollment
Frequency Percent
Minority enrollment of 15% or lower 135 83.9
Minority enrollment of above15% 21 13.0
Sub Total 156 96.9
Missing 5 3.1
Total 161 100.0
Hypothesis 5: A teachers’ total years of experience in a teaching career will his or her
influence perception of a principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
A 2 by 2 ANOVA test of teachers’ experience by school type (K-5, K-8) (Table
4.15) indicated no significant impact on principals’ instructional leadership behavior by
teachers’ experience. Teachers’ years of teaching experience do not affect teachers’
perception of principals’ leadership effect in the classroom. The interaction of between
teachers’ experience and school type was not significant. The estimated F value is 2.68
(Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs p. 639-644). The calculated value of .71 is less than estimated
F-value and therefore, hypothesis 5 was not supported.
Table 4.15 ANOVA Total Instructional Leadership by Teachers’ Total Years Experience
by School Type
Source of Variation Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
Teachers’ years experience .70 2 .35 .71 . 493
School Type .62 1 .62 1.25 .265
Teachers’ years experience
by School Type
1.22 1 1.22 .002 .960
Error 76.13 155 .49
Total 2358.54 160
*significance at the .05 level
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Table 4.16 (below) reveals that teachers with 5 to 8 years of experience assess
principals’ leadership behaviors slightly higher (3.92) that there colleagues. Teacher in K-
5 schools with the same amount of experience are missing from the data set. K-5 teachers
response rate, for example only 4 teachers with experience of 4 years of less, makes
comparisons unreliable. When considering analysis of teachers with 9 or more years of
experience, one should not compare 7 respondents to 89.
Table 4.16 Descriptive Statistics
Total Instructional Leadership: Mean and Standard Deviation by Teachers’ Total Years
Experience by School Type
Teacher Years Experience School Type
K-5 School K-8 School
4 years or less Mean
SD
N
3.46
1.40
3
3.73
.79
25
5 to 8 years Mean
SD
N
0
0
0
3.92
.65
36
9 years or more Mean
SD
N
3.47
.61
7
3.77
.68
89
*significance at the .05 level
Table (Table 4.17) indicated that more than half of the teachers have taught for 9 or
more years; less than one-fifth of the teachers had four or fewer years of teaching
experience. When the minimal response rate of K-5 teachers is not separated out as a sub-
group of respondents, 80% of Catholic school teachers have 5 or more years experience.
TABLE 4.17 Total years of teaching experience in population
Frequency Percent
4 years experience or less as a teacher 28 17.4
5 to 8 years of teaching experience 36 22.4
9 or more years of teaching experience 96 59.6
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Sub Total 160 99.4
Missing 1 0.6
Total 161 100.0
Hypothesis 6: A teachers’ years of experience in a school will influence his or her
perception of a principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
A 2 by 2 ANOVA test of teachers’ experience at the present school by school
grade type (K-5, K-8) (Table 4.18) revealed no significant differences on principals’
instructional leadership behavior. The outcome indicated that teachers’ years of
experience did not influence their perception of principals’ instructional leadership
behavior. The interaction of between teachers’ experience at present school and school
type also did not show significance. The hypothesis “A teachers years of experience in a
school will influence his or her perception of a principal’s instructional leadership
behavior” was not supported. The estimated F value is 3.92 (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs p.
639-644). The calculated value of .03 is less than estimated F-value.
Table 4.18 ANOVA- Total Instructional Leadership by Teachers Experience at Present
School by School Type
Source of Variation Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
Teachers’ Experience at Present
School
1.70 E-02 1 1.70 E-02 .03 . 853
School Type .94 1 .94 1.92 .168
Teachers’ Experience at Present
School by School Type
8.17 1 8.17 .02 .897
Error 76.98 157 .49
Total 2368.90 161
*significance at the .05 level
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Table 4.19 reveals K-8 teachers had a score of 3.82, a slightly higher mean than the
other respondents. Comparisons by school type are not reliable due to a low response rate
from K-5 schools.
Table 4.19 Descriptive Statistics
Total Instructional Leadership: Mean and Standard Deviation by Teachers Experience at
Present School by School Type
Experience @ present school School Type
K-5 School K-8 School
4 years or less Mean
SD
N
3.46
1.14
4
3.75
.72
65
Over 4 years Mean
SD
N
3.47
.68
6
3.82
.67
86
*significance at the .05 level
Though the respondents are experienced teachers as mentioned above (Table 4.17),
42.9 % have been at their present school for only 4 years or less (Table 4.20). Teachers
have greater longevity than at their present school than principals. (table 4.26).
TABLE 4.20 Year of teaching at the present school
Frequency Percent
4 years or less teaching at the present school 69 42.9
More than 4 years teaching at present school 92 57.1
Total 161 100.0
Hypothesis 7: A grade level(s) taught by the teachers influence their perception of a
principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
The 2 by 2 ANOVA test of teachers’ teaching grade level by school type (K-5, K-
8) (Table 4.21) revealed no significant influence on teachers’ perception of their
principals’ instructional leadership behavior. The result revealed that the grade level(s)
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teachers teach as well as the school type do not lead to a significant difference in teachers’
perception of their principals’ instructional leadership behavior. Interaction between the
two independent variables was not significant. The estimated F value is 2.68 (Hinkle,
Wiersma & Jurs p. 639-644). The calculated value of .89 is less than estimated F-value.
Hence, hypothesis 7 was not supported.
Table 4.21 ANOVA- Total Instructional Leadership by Teachers Grade Level Taught by
School Type
Source of Variation Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
Teachers’ Grade level taught .78 2 .39 .86 . 426
School Type .95 1 .95 2.09 .151
Teachers’ Grade Level Taught
by School Type
2.03 1 2.03 .05 .833
Error 59.25 130 .46
Total 1953.11 135
*significance at the .05 level
Table 4.22 displays the nominal variation in mean scores which supports the
conclusion that teacher’ perceptions of principal’s leadership behavior is not significantly
affected by grade level. It is important to note that comparison data between K-5 and K-8
schools is not reliable due to the low number of respondents from K-5 schools. The grade
level response from K-8 schools is balanced but there remains an inadequate comparison
group from K-5 schools.
Table 4.22 Descriptive Statistics
Total Instructional Leadership: Mean and Standard Deviation by Teachers Grade Level
Taught School by School Type
Teachers Grade Level Taught School Type
K-5 School K-8 School
Grades K-2 Mean
SD
N
3.27
1.25
2
3.62
.70
42
78
Grades 3-5 Mean
SD
N
3.34
.61
6
3.80
.67
42
Grades 6-8 Mean
SD
N
0
0
0
3.87
.64
43
*significance at the .05 level
Teachers represent a rather even mix of teachers from all grade ranges in Table 4.23.
Note that there are 26 missing answers due to the fact that when teachers taught in
multiple grade levels (checked more than one answer on the questionnaire), for example a
physical education teacher who teaches in grades 3 through 8, these data were coded as
missing.
TABLE 4.23 Grade levels taught by the teacher
Frequency Percent
Teaches in grade range K-2 44 27.3
Teaches in grade range 3-5 48 29.8
Teachers in grade range 6-8 43 26.7
Sub Total 135 83.9
Missing 26 16.1
Total 161 100.0
Hypothesis 8: A principals years of experience in a school influence their instructional
leadership behavior.
A 2 by 2 ANOVA was used to test the total instructional leadership behavior by
(Table 4.24) the principal’s experience by school type (K-5, K-8). Table 4.24 revealed no
significant impact on principals’ instructional leadership behavior and longevity at a
particular school. This outcome indicated that the principal’s years of experience at a
school does not influence his or her instructional leadership behavior; teachers do not see
significant difference between new principals and more experienced principals in terms of
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their instructional leadership. The estimated F value is 3.92 (Hinkle, Wiersma & Jurs p.
639-644). The calculated value of 1.47 is less than estimated F-value. Hypothesis 8 is not
supported.
Table 4.24 ANOVA- Total Instructional Leadership by Principals’ Years Experience at
Present School by School Type
Source of Variation Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
Principals Years at School .72 1 .72 1.47 . 227
School Type 6.74 1 6.74 .138 .711
Principal Years at School by
School Type
.92 1 2.03 1.88 .172
Error 76.18 156 .49
Total 2352.42 160
*significance at the .05 level
Table 4.25 (below) reveals a greater range of means scores in the K-5 schools yet
no variation was proven to be statistically significant. The K-5 respondents have N scores
that are too low to be deemed reliable. The K-8 school show principals scoring nearly the
same mean, 3.81 and 3.77, highlighting the possibility of strong teacher leadership or
recruitment of similar candidates for the principalship.
Table 4.25 Descriptive Statistics
Total Instructional Leadership: Mean and Standard Deviation by Principals years of
Experience at Present School by School Type
Principal’s Experience at
Present School
School Type
K-5 School K-8 School
4 years or less Mean
SD
N
3.32
.70
8
3.81
.71
81
Over 4 years Mean
SD
N
4.04
1.35
2
3.77
.67
69
*significance at the .05 level
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Comparatively, more teachers had longer tenures at their present school (Table 4.17) than
their principals (Table 4.26). Over half of the teachers were currently working with
principals with four or fewer years of experience.
TABLE 4.26 Years the principal has been at the present school
Frequency Percent
4 years or less as principal at present school 89 55.6
More than 4 years as principal at present school 71 44.1
Sub Total 160 99.4
Missing 1 0.6
Total 161 100.0
In addition to testing the variance of the main dependent variable—total
instructional leadership score of principals, six more 2 by 2 ANOVA’s were performed to
assess whether school type and tuition have significant impact on each of the three
secondary dependent variables; the three subsets of instructional leadership behaviors
categorized as (a) instructional conference between teachers and principal, (b) staff
development, and (c) reflection on practice. The ANOVA table and the means and
standard deviations are presented below.
Instructional Conference
Similarly the ANOVA tests on principals’ total instructional leadership score; there is
no significant impact of school type and tuition on instructional conference between the
principal teacher. (Tables 4.27 and 4.28).
Table 4.27 ANOVA- Teacher/Principal Instructional Conference by School Type
Source of Variation Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
School Type 1.49 1 1.49 2.49 . 116
Error 94.01 158 .60
Total 95.49 159
*significance at the .05 level
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Table 4.28 ANOVA- Teacher/Principal Instructional Conference by Tuition
Source of Variation Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
Tuition 1.94 1 1.94 3.33 .070
Error 89.04 153 .58
Total 90.98 154
*significance at the .05 level
The interaction between these two independent variables is also not significant. These
outcomes indicated that teachers’ assessment of the instructional conference does not vary
among schools of different grade levels or among schools of different tuition levels.
Table 4.29 reveals the mean scores for assessment of instructional conferences have a
small range between 3.31-3.89.
Table 4.29 Descriptive Statistics
Teacher/Principal Instructional Conference: Mean and Standard Deviation by School
Type by Tuition
Tuition School Type
K-5 School K-8 School
$3,700 or below Mean
SD
N
3.37
1.00
6
3.89
.77
63
Above $3,700 Mean
SD
N
3.31
.38
4
3.62
.74
82
*significance at the .05 level
Staff Development
F-Tests comparing school type and tuition revealed no statistically significant
impact on teachers’ perceptions of staff development as part of the principals’
instructional leadership behavior. The interaction effect is also not significant (Tables
4.30 , 4.31 )
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Table 4.30 ANOVA- Staff Development by School Type
Source of Variation Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
School Type .88 1 .88 1.64 .202
Error 85.55 159 .54
Total 86.44 160
*significance at the .05 level
Table 4.31 ANOVA- Staff Development by Tuition
Source of Variation Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
Tuition .11 1 .11 .19 . 662
Error 82.09 154 .53
Total 82.19 155
*significance at the .05 level
Teachers indicated no significant difference in staff development among schools of
different type (K-5, K-8) or among schools of different tuition levels. The low response
rate of the K-5 school makes the comparison unreliable.
Table 4.32 Descriptive Statistics
Staff Development: Mean and Standard Deviation by Tuition by School Type
Tuition School Type
K-5 School K-8 School
$3,700 or below Mean
SD
N
3.37
1.00
6
3.89
.77
63
Above $3,700 Mean
SD
N
3.31
.38
4
3.62
.74
82
*significance at the .05 level
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Teacher Reflection on Practice
F-Tests comparing school type by tuition and tuition by school type indicated
these two independent variables have no significant impact on teachers reflection on
practice. The interaction effect is also not significant (Tables 4.33 and 4.34 below).
Table 4.33 ANOVA- Teacher Reflection on Practice by School Type
Source of Variation Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
Tuition .34 1 .34 .59 . 452
School Type .47 1 .47 .78 .380
Tuition by School Type .44 1 .44 .74 .391
Error 91.04 152 .60
Total 2393.75 156
*significance at the .05 level
Table 4.34 ANOVA- Teacher Reflection on Practice by Tuition
Source of Variation Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
Tuition .34 1 .34 .59 . 452
School Type .47 1 .47 .78 .380
Tuition by School Type .44 1 .44 .74 .391
Error 91.04 152 .60
Total 2393.75 156
*significance at the .05 level
The perceptions of teachers in lower tuition schools showed no significant difference
from teachers in higher tuition schools in terms of their reflection on practice; likewise,
teachers’ perceptions of refection on practice do not vary among schools types. (Table
4.35). Responses from the K-5 schools have a combined N of 10. This renders the group
too small to perform a valid comparison with K -8 schools that display a combined N
score of 146.
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Table 4.35 Descriptive Statistics
Teacher Reflection on Practice: Mean and Standard Deviation by Tuition by School Type
Tuition School Type
K-5 School K-8 School
$3,700 or below Mean
SD
N
3.42
1.56
6
3.87
.76
64
Above $3,700 Mean
SD
N
3.84
.45
4
3.85
.76
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*significance at the .05 level
This chapter detailed the findings of the data collected from 161 (30%) of the 526
elementary school teachers in the Raleigh Catholic Diocese. Thirty-two leadership
behaviors of principals that may impact classroom instruction were tested. F-tests
comparisons were applied to these data to analyze the impact of eight independent
variables on teachers’ perceptions of the instructional leadership behaviors of their
principals. Analysis was also provided for three subsets of the total leadership score with
two of the independent variables school grade levels and tuition. The three subsets of
principals’ leadership actions are; teacher /principal instructional conferences, staff
development and reflection on the practice of teaching.
The F-tests indicated that none of the eight independent variables significantly
impacted principals’ instructional leadership behaviors. The eight hypotheses were not
supported:
A. Total Instructional Leadership Score
1. School type (K-5 or K-8) influences the principal's instructional leadership behavior.
2. School size influences the principal's instructional leadership behavior.
3. The percentage of minority students influences the principal's instructional leadership
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behavior.
4. The tuition level of a school influences the principal's instructional leadership
behavior.
5. A teacher's years of experience in a school influences his or her perception of the
principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
6. The grade level(s) taught by the teacher influence(s) his or her perception of a
principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
7. A teacher’s total years of experience in a teaching career influence his or her
perception of a principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
8. A principal's years of experience in a school influence his or her instructional
leadership behavior.
B. Instructional conference
9. School Type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’perceptions of instructional
conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
10. The tuition level of the school will influence teachers’ perceptions of instructional
conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
C. Staff Development
11. School type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’perceptions of staff development as
part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
12. The tuition level of the school will influence teachers’perceptions of staff
development as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
D. Reflection on practice
13. School type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’ perceptions of fostering reflection
on practice as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
14. School tuition will influence teachers’ perceptions of Instructional
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conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
In addition, principals at schools of different grade levels (K-5 or K-8) and different
tuition levels showed no significant difference in their instructional leadership behavior,
as well as the opportunities they provide to their teachers in terms of staff development,
reflection on practice, and instructional conference. Teachers’ perceptions about
principals’ leadership behavior showed no substantial variation across the whole Diocese
of Raleigh regardless of the schools grade levels, enrollment, or in relation to factors of
the experience of the teachers or principals. The outcome revealed that teachers in
different types of school and of different grade level and experiences have very similar
perceptions about their principals’ instructional leadership; principals of various
experiences and at different schools display relatively the same instructional leadership
behavior. The schools in the population are not diverse in the characteristics measured
which may contribute to similarities in responses.
The questionnaire displayed a high degree of reliability (.978) which gives the
researcher confidence in the data gathered for the k-8 schools. The low response rate of
the K-5 schools lead to uneven sample sizes in several of the variables and in these
instances one can not be overly confident in the findings.
Summary
This chapter contains the findings of the data collected from 30% of the population
of 526 elementary school teachers in the Catholic Diocese of Raleigh. Thirty-two
leadership behaviors of principals that may impact classroom instruction were tested and
combined to generate one total leadership score. F-tests comparisons were applied to
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these data to analyze the impact of eight independent variables on teachers’ perceptions of
the instructional leadership behaviors of their principals. Analysis was also provided for
three subsets of the total leadership score with two of the independent variables—school
grade levels and tuition. These three subsets are the principals’ leadership actions that
facilitate instructional conferences, staff development and reflection on the practice of
teaching.
The F-tests indicated that none of the eight independent variables has significant
impact on principals’ instructional leadership behaviors. Teachers’ years of experience,
experience at current school, and grade levels do not influence their perceptions about
principal’s leadership either. All eight hypotheses are not supported. In addition,
principals at schools of different grade levels (K-5 or K-8) and different tuition levels
showed no significant difference in their instructional leadership behavior, as well as the
opportunities they provide to their teachers in terms of staff development, reflection on
practice, and instructional conference. Teachers’ perceptions about principals’ leadership
behavior showed no substantial variation across the whole Diocese of Raleigh regardless
of the schools grade levels, enrollment, or in relation to factors of the experience of the
teachers or principals. The outcome revealed that teachers in different types of school and
of different grade level and experiences have very similar perceptions about their
principals’ instructional leadership; principals of various experiences and at different
schools display relatively the same instructional leadership behavior.
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Chapter V
Summary and Discussion
The Instructional Leadership Behaviors of Catholic Elementary School Principals,
were assessed for their influence on classroom instruction. Pursuit of this topic was
achieved through quantitative analysis of the perceptions of Catholic elementary school
teachers on the subject. This chapter discusses and interprets the findings and offers
questions that merit further research.
The research problem. Through perceptions of teachers in Catholic elementary
schools, this research explored the influence of principals' instructional leadership
behaviors on classroom instruction. The study analyzed the perceptions of teachers on the
principal’s instructional leadership behaviors, comparing attributes of schools, of teachers,
and of the principals. Teachers' perceptions provided a picture of principal’s instructional
leadership behaviors.
This research examined principals’ instructional leadership score as derived from a
32 item questionnaire based upon the behaviors of principals. These behaviors were
identified as contributing to the creation of a learning community (Senge, 1990) for the
purpose of improving instruction (Blase & Blase, 1998). The research compared the
overall leadership behavior score across different groups of teachers categorized by eight
independent variables. Literature on the nature of school leadership, the learning
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community, and the changing milieu of schools provided salient insights to the pursuit of
this topic.
This study examined the influence that principals' instructional leadership
behaviors had on classroom instruction. A population of 529 teachers in the Raleigh
Catholic Diocese to participate in this study; 30% (161 respondents, representing 23
schools) chose to participate. The research question was, “What leadership behaviors of
principals in Catholic elementary school are perceived by teachers to impact instruction?”
Teachers who participated remained anonymous. Each participant received letters
introduction and explanation (see Appendix A). The accompanying questionnaire (see
Appendix B) did not identify the teacher’s name or the school. Teachers voluntarily
completed the questionnaire and returned it in the postage-paid envelope via U.S. mail.
The researcher had no access to information that would discern from which school the
response had come.
Methodology. The F-Test (ANOVA) was used to test the leadership behaviors of
principals, with a 32 item questionnaire (see Appendix B) that asked teachers to assess
principals’ behaviors in three categories: (a) instructional conferences, (b) staff
development, and (c) fostering reflection on practice. The questionnaire was an adapted
version of the Inventory of Strategies Used by Principals to Influence Classroom Teaching
(ISUPICT; Blase and Blase, 1998). The learning community concept (Senge, 1990) was
the framework for reviewing leadership behavior. A series of hypotheses examined
whether or not the characteristics of the school and faculty have a significant impact on
principals leadership.
Hypotheses. This research adopted the following fourteen hypotheses:
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A. Total Instructional Leadership Score
1. School type (K-5 or K-8) influences the principal's instructional leadership behavior.
2. School size influences the principal's instructional leadership behavior.
3. The percentage of minority students influences the principal's instructional leadership
behavior.
4. The tuition level of a school influences the principal's instructional leadership
behavior.
5. A teacher's years of experience in a school influences his or her perception of the
principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
6. The grade level(s) taught by the teacher influence(s) his or her perception of a
principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
7. A teacher’s total years of experience in a teaching career influence his or her
perception of a principal’s instructional leadership behavior.
8. A principal's years of experience in a school influence his or her instructional
leadership behavior.
B. Instructional conference
9. School Type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’ perceptions of instructional
conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
10. The tuition level of the school will influence teachers’ perceptions of instructional
conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
C. Staff Development
11. School type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’perceptions of staff development as
part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
12. The tuition level of the school will influence teachers’perceptions of staff
development as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
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D. Reflection on practice
13. School type (K-5 or K-8) will influence teachers’ perceptions of fostering reflection
on practice as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
14. School tuition will influence teachers’ perceptions of Instructional
conferences as part of principals’ instructional leadership behavior in K-5 and K-8
schools
The data analysis. Data analysis was tabulated for all independent variables and
dependent variables. The dependent variables are: the total leadership score, instructional
conferences, staff development and reflection on practice, created from the responses to
the 32 item questionnaire. The instructional leadership score was analyzed in relation to
eight independent variables using F-Tests (ANOVAs). The total leadership score was
separated into three subsets: (a) conducting educational conferences; (b) staff
development; and (c) fostering reflection on practice. The F-Test was performed on these
three sub-categories by school type and tuition. The research used a significance level of
0.05 for statistical analyses and tests. The fourteen hypotheses were not supported.
Teachers inform the eight different groups held similar views about principals'
instructional leadership behaviors. Though statistical significance was not found, the
three sub-categories had some variation in mean score. Reflection on practice had a mean
score of 3.86 while both instructional conferences and staff development scored 3.72.
This could indicate the importance of assigning meaning to shared experiences.
Results
A. Total instructional leadership
Schools are led by principals who can create structures that foster teaching and learning.
The learning community model urges principals to be the chief learner among learners.
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This research sought to determine if principal’s leadership in Catholic elementary schools
supported the leadership model proposed by Blase and Blase (1998). The mean score
instructional leadership was 3.77 on a scale of 1-5. Each of the three sub-categories
maintained a mean score with the range of 3.72 to 3.86. Any score over 3.5 was deemed a
positive result. Catholic elementary principals’ instructional leadership was not influenced
by school size, grade level, ethnic diversity, or tuition. The elementary schools included
both K-5 and K-8 schools. The questionnaire displayed an internal consistency of .978
which gives the researcher confidence in the findings. There was no statistical
significance between these two school types however, for there was a low response rate
from K-5 schools. The analysis also revealed that the experience level of a principal and
the experience level of the faculty did not influence a principals behavior.
School characteristics. Of the eight independent variables, the four variables dealt
with school characteristics: school type, school size, racial diversity, and tuition had no
statistically significant impact at the .05 level on teachers’ perception of principals’
leadership behaviors. Each hypothesis is addressed below.
School type (K-5 or K-8). Teachers across different types of schools have similar
perceptions about the impact of principals’ behavior on instruction. One concern
regarding the insignificance of “range of grades taught at school” on the variation of the
total leadership score was the imbalanced response rates of the teachers from two sets of
schools. The researcher asserted that a strong response rate was expected, as the surveys
were returned, it was evident that K-5 schools did not respond with the voracity of the K-8
schools. Due to this response pattern, the effect the school type had on the teacher’s
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perceptions of the impact the principal's leadership behavior had on classroom teaching
may not have been adequately tested for the K-5 school in this study. Though the
response rate was below the expectation of the researcher, it adheres to the pattern found
in the literature that noted reticence on the part of Catholic schools to participate in
research studies (Traviss,2004). Another factor that could have influenced the response
rate was the researcher’s history as a former principal in the Raleigh Diocese and the
researchers present position in central administration.
School size. School enrollment was not significant in determining the teachers’
perception of their principal’s leadership behavior. The response rate among schools with
enrollments above and below 300 provided robust and statistically equivalent data sets. It
is noted that the vast majority of the schools in the population would be considered small
schools. Research on when school size suggests an effect on classroom instruction
(Borland & Howsen, 2003; Howley 2000; Sergiovanni,1993). Though school size is
accepted as influential, the actual enrollment size that constitutes the threshold that
impedes students progress once crossed it not a matter of consensus. There would need to
be a greater range of school sizes to test the impact of larger school size in Catholic
elementary schools. With all the schools in the population maintaining smaller stature, it
appears that in the smaller environment, teachers’ perceive that their principal’s actions
have a positive impact on classroom instruction.
Percentage of minority students. The influence of student ethnicity of was not
statistically significant at the .05 level. By comparison, Catholic schools in the population
were less diverse than their public school counterparts. This finding is in accord with
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trends in the literature which note principal’s leadership behavior includes awareness of
cultural differences among students (Tharp, Estrada, Dalton & Yamauchi, 2000).
Tuition levels. In keeping with the pattern noted above, school tuition rates did not
have a significant impact on the perception of teachers of principal’ overall leadership at
.05 level of significance. If tuition had an impact on the diversity of the school, it was
expected to be noted in the interaction between minority enrollment and tuition. This
study did not find a statistically significant relationship between the two variables.
Teacher characteristics. Three of the eight independent variables pertained to the
characteristics of teachers. The findings pursuant to teacher characteristics, when analyzed
in regard to the total leadership behavior score, were not statistically significant at the .05
level. This was explored in the hypotheses: “A teacher's years of experience in a school
will influence his or her perception of a principal’s instructional leadership behavior” and
the hypothesis, “The grade level(s) taught by the teacher will influence their perception
of their principal’s instructional leadership behavior. These findings empirically
indicated that teachers do not change their views about leadership and particularly
principals’ impact on instruction as their years of experience increases or their time at a
school increases. It suggests only that the variation in principals’ behaviors would have a
meaningful impact on teachers’ opinion regarding the principals impact on instruction.
This also calls into question the need for extended time as a member of a faculty to gain
ownership of the shared vision of the organization. Teachers enjoyed more
longevity in Catholic schools than principals which extends the possibility that the faculty
shares in the leadership of the school. This adds fuel to the work of Boyd and Hord
(1994) who studied a school that maintained a strong vision focused on student learning
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through a series of four principals.
A teacher’s total experience in teaching. There was no statistical significance
perceived when analysis included the factor of longevity in teaching. This finding tends to
defy the wisdom that more experienced teachers experienced differing perceptions of
leadership than did neophytes. The findings of York-Barr and Duke (2004) suggest that
teacher’s perceptions of leadership roles are ambiguous and bounded by relationships with
colleagues. The organizational structures and individuals exert influence that is not
bounded by longevity.
Principal's experience. The hypotheses stated that A principal's years of experience will
influence his or her instructional leadership behavior. From the responses, principals
were placed into one of two categories—those with 4 years experience or less at the
present school and those with more that 4 years. This variable was used to explore the
concept of shared vision in a learning community. It is believed that principals could
become closer to achieving a shared vision with the faculty with more experience in a
particular school setting. The study found instead that the longevity of principals at their
present site was of no statistical significance in the teachers' perception of principals'
leadership behavior on classroom instruction. It appears that shared vision is not a by-
product of time; rather, it is a product of leadership. The hiring of principals with similar
skill sets could also play a role in how new and experienced principals are perceived the
same.
B. Instructional Conference
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The independent variables of school types and tuition did not exert statistically
significant influence on teacher’s perceptions of instructional conferences with the
principal. An invalid N score for the K-5 schools made comparisons of school type moot.
Instructional conferences were found to improve classroom teaching in accord with Blase
and Blase (1998) and Devlin-Scherer, Devlin-Scherer, Wright, Roger, and Meyers,
(1997). Instructional conferences that focus on both the principal and teacher as
instructional leaders build foundation for reflection on practice (Zepeda, 2004). Given
that it is often difficult to schedule time for reflection on practice, the use of the
teacher/principals instructional conference would be an opportune time to model
reflection and encourage dialog and collaboration among teachers.
C. Staff Development
The independent variables of school types (k-5 or K-8) and tuition did not have a
statistically significant affect on teachers’ perceptions of staff development. The school
type data was tainted due to poor response from K-5 schools. Sergiovanni and Starratt
(1998) asserted the need for staff development decisions should be shared between
teachers and principals. The positive ranking of principals’ leadership behaviors that
fostered staff development supported formation of a learning community among teachers
as channel for positive influence on classroom instruction Louis and Marks (1998). The
principal’s role in staff development was affirmed in this research and there are
indications that collaboration among teachers could also be important. Teachers
expressed similar assessments of the principal regardless of grade level, year of
experience or years of experience at the school. This common ground could be fruitful in
creating a learning community among teachers.
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D. Reflection on Practice
No statistically significant influence was found between the school type, the level
of tuition and teachers perception of reflection on practice. The school type (K-5 or K-8)
analysis was deemed unreliable due to a low response rate from K-5 schools. The
literature review indicated that when reflection on practice was combined with staff
development and teacher/principal conferences, improved instruction was facilitated
(Devlin-Scherer, Devlin-Scherer, Wright, Roger, Meyers, 1997; Blasé & Blasé, 1998:
Zepeda, 2004). This research also supports that principal’s instructional leadership that
foster reflection on practice received positive assessment from teachers. Of the three sub
categories of instructional leadership, reflection on practice was deemed most influential.
For teachers and principals, reflection is often difficult to embrace for the benefits are not
immediate. The instructional conference can be used to create the pattern of making
reflection a priority. Stephen Brookfield (1995) refers to practices to help teachers be
surprised by the familiar patterns and assumptions they hold and then learning to question
those assumptions. Senge (1990) would call this gaining discipline of your mental
models. Using the model purported by Blase and Blase (1998), reflection on practice uses
the relationship between the principal and the teacher to derive meaning from the process
of learning.
Learning community. The literature (NAESP, 2001; Hord & Meehan, 1999; Blase &
Blase, 1998; Kruse & Louis, 1993; Prawat, 1993; Louis & Marks, 1992) displayed
growing support that the learning community model of leadership. This assertion
corresponds with the results of this study. The questionnaire assessed principals’
leadership behaviors that should support a learning community. Across all independent
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variables, the leadership scores of principals remained similar. As an instructional
leadership model, a learning community displayed adaptability across different school-,
teacher- and principal-characteristics.
Other observations. The results revealed that the total leadership score for all 32
actions of the principal was assessed by teachers at 3.77 on a Likert scale, with a range of
1-5, which indicates a slight positive impact on instruction. The researcher asserts that the
positive assessment of the principal’s leadership behaviors denotes that the learning
community model assessed positively in all school settings tested. The three sub-
categories of the total leadership score were assessed as follows; instructional conferences
3.72, staff development 3.72 and reflection on practice 3.86, each having a positive
influence on instruction. Analysis of the influence of school type was thwarted by a low
response rate from K- 5 schools which did not yield a comparison group for the robust
data from K-8 schools.
It was of interest to note that three of the top five leadership behaviors deemed to have
the most impact on instruction were items that fostered reflection on practice. By
comparison, items categorized under staff development occupied three of the top five
items in frequency of principals’ actions. This suggests support for coupling staff-
development time, with reflection on practice, to link staff-learning to instructional-
improvement. The item labeled “(my principal) has positive interactions with faculty
outside the classroom setting” received high marks (4.01). Helping teachers make time to
work collaboratively as an instructional leader, displays that a leader who learns is valued.
Teachers expressed their appreciation and need for direct contact with the principal, not
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only in the classroom but also outside of the formal structure, to better connect and form
professional relationship. This buttresses the assertion found in the earlier research of
Blase and Blase (1998) that reflective practice seeks to improve instruction by increased
awareness of one’s professional performance. This awareness needs to begin as the vision
of the organization is shared and as the initial instructional conferences take place.
Instructional conferences, staff development and reflection on practice are woven
together. Each should support and facilitate the other.
Summary. This research generated insights into principals impact teaching in Catholic
elementary schools. The independent variables tested did not have a statistically
significant impact on teachers’ perceptions. This was anticipated for the item on school
size, due to the fact that all the schools in the Raleigh Diocese are small. Teachers years
of experience, teacher’s years at their present school and the grade level they taught,
appeared to be independent variables that would provide a variety of responses. The lack
of statistical significance was surprising when exploring the teacher characteristics.
Catholic elementary school principals display leadership actions that are consistent
with the formation of a learning community between the faculty and the administration.
This interpretation is consistent with the literature review (Zepeda, 2004; Huffman, 2003;
Hord & Meehan, 1999; Hord, 1997; Louis, Kruze, & Raywid, 1996). The principals'
instructional leadership behaviors that impact instruction and encourage the formation of a
learning community were assessed positively regardless of the characteristics of the
school, the principal or the faculty. The mean score for the influence of principals’
leadership behavior was 3.77 on a scale of 1-5.
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Limitations.
This study found that principals in Catholic elementary schools were rated
positively on their instructional leadership behaviors and should contribute to the creation
of a learning community among the faculty and administration. The mean score range of
the influence of principal’s leadership was between 3.72 and 3.84 among the three sub-
categories; instructional conferences, staff development and reflection on practice.
However, the study's focus was on teachers’ perception of the principals' behaviors'
impact on classrooms, and did not assess whether or not a learning community exists in
Catholic elementary schools. Though the rudiments of a learning community were
evident, further exploration of learning communities in Catholic schools is left for future
research.
Another limitation of the study was that the researcher explored a specific set of
leadership actions as identified by Blase and Blase (1998). Though this study included 32
actions, there are other leadership behaviors of principals that may have shown influence
on instruction across the control variables. The quantitative nature of this study allowed
for the testing of leadership actions defined by previous studies among public schools.
The quantitative methodology thwarted gathering of narrative descriptions of leadership
behaviors that may be exclusive to the Catholic School milieu.
The data collection methodology imposed further limitation on the study by
assuring the anonymity of the respondents and of the schools at which the respondents
taught, thereby thwarting follow-up to specific schools. The researcher could not target
schools with a low response rate to encourage greater participation. The ability to target
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schools with low response rate would have enabled the researcher to use other research
methods such as telephone surveys or on-site administration of the survey to augment the
data set.
The researcher’s role in the school system may have reduced the response rate. Since
the researcher is a part of central administration and a former principal in the Raleigh
Diocese, some respondents may have viewed this as an impediment. Though anonymity
was protected, some remain wary of the ‘central office.”
The response rate from K-5 schools offered another limitation to this study. The K-5
schools did not repond with enough voracity to provide a viable comparison group.
Implications for practice
The Catholic school setting for this study yielded results that raise interesting insights
about the leadership elementary school principals. The researcher offers the following
recommendations:
1. According to teachers’ responses to the questionnaire, teachers in Catholic
elementary schools asses their principal’s behavior as having an influence on
classroom instruction. This assessment of leadership was not contingent on the
eight independent variables researched. Principal’s leadership behaviors in
Catholic elementary schools appear to be a good skill set for those who wish to be
principals. These findings may enhance efforts to evaluate and prepare principals.
2. If a principal does not have the capacity to use these leadership behaviors, this
research could help guide the assignment of tasks for assistant principals or lead
teachers in a shared leadership model.
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3. These findings concur with similar research conducted in public schools. One
could find promise in the learning community model for instructional leadership.
The results suggest that the leadership behaviors of principal in Catholic
elementary schools are well matched to the needs of the schools.
4. Leadership behaviors that teachers rated high were taking time for teachers to
reflect on the practice of education (Blase & Blase, 1998; Hord, 1997). Hord
called for a community of learners among teachers and administrators to seek and
share learning and then act on what they learned. Reflective thinking is also part of
what Senge (1990) called systems thinking, looking for interdependencies that
work to achieve the organizations shared vision. This study called for instructional
leaders to ensure that the time is scheduled for educators to reflect on their
experiences in order to inform their future choices. Senge (1990) urges us to be
aware of our mental models, the boundaries we have on our perceptions and Schon
(1983) urges reflection that helps us name the understanding that are implicit in
our actions. By setting reflection on practice as part of the vision of the school
that is fostered in teacher/principal instructional conferences, the principal and
faculty can build a shared school vision that guides their behaviors and influences
classroom learning. It is the pursuit of better learning in the classroom that is the
unifying characteristic of a learning community of professional educators (Louis &
Kruse, 1995).
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Future Research
Results of this study may motivate the educational community to consider several
future research initiatives:
1. As noted in the limitation of this research, a mixed method or a qualitative study of
principals’ behaviors in Catholic schools has the potential to uncover new
leadership behaviors in larger and more racially diverse schools.
2. A study of both principals and superintendents in Catholic schools should benefit
the educational community as site based management models are explored. Due to
the geographic spread of the Diocese of Raleigh schools, the researcher feels that
the Catholic school community could provide a glimpse of site- based leadership
models through a study of principals and governance structures in Catholic
schools. The geographic spread of the Raleigh (23 schools in 54 counties) requires
that site administrators exert strong leadership in matters ranging from instruction
to construction. A deeper understanding of the varied roles they undertake could
prove informative.
3. This study could be replicated in other faith-based elementary schools, or in
charter schools, to discern leadership actions of principals in varied settings.
4. This study could be replicated in Catholic school systems with larger schools or
schools in inner city areas. The Inventory of Strategies Used by Principals to
Influence Classroom Teaching questionnaire could be augmented with additional
items in a mixed method approach to ascertain what leadership model emerges
5. Educators could place focus on creating a learning community and assess if this
focus yields greater impact of teaching and learning. Evidence from this study
104
suggests that the rudiments of a learning community are forming among
administrators and the faculty in Catholic elementary schools.
6. Studies could be undertaken to discern whether or not the learning community
model finds expression in the classrooms and with other stakeholders in Catholic
schools. Does the positive interaction of the faculty and principals influence
interactions with other stakeholders?
7. The research questions about principals’ instructional leadership were rated
positively by teachers should reveal interesting findings in a comparison of low
performing and high performing schools. Further study could discern if principals
in low and high performing schools display instructional different leadership
behaviors.
8. Because neither the longevity of the principal nor the longevity of the teacher had a
significant impact on the respondents’ perceptions, these questions arise: Do
schools have a vision that is consistent across leadership changes? Is the process of
hiring and orienting new staff effective in giving definitions to
leadership roles or building a consensus?
Summary
This study delved into the geographically dispersed elementary schools in the
Catholic Diocese of Raleigh. Using teachers’ perceptions, the study asked, “What
instructional leadership behaviors of principals in Catholic elementary schools impact
instruction?” The study explored principals’ educational conferences, leading staff
development and facilitating reflection on practice. The study, based on teachers’
105
responses, found the principals' leadership behaviors that benefited instruction. Fostering
reflection on practice was named among the most influential actions.
Thirty percent of the population of elementary school teachers in the Diocese of
Raleigh completed the study's questionnaire and returned them to the researcher via U.S.
Mail. However, all independent or control variables, ranging from the school descriptors,
to the characteristics of teachers and principals, did not cause statistically significant
variation in teachers’ perception of their principal's leadership behaviors. Teachers’
opinions of principals’ leadership behaviors are consistent high among schools of different
size, ethnic composition, and tuition level. The characteristics of schools, teachers, and
principals themselves, should not be discriminating factors on how principals lead their
schools; positive leadership behavior should be performed in every school to improve the
welfare of the teachers and students.
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APPENDIX A
Cover letter to the teacher
John A. Pendergrass
1703 Burnley Drive
Cary, North Carolina
March 28, 2006
Dear Educator,
My name is John Pendergrass. I am writing to invite you to participate in a research study
that will complete my doctoral studies in education leadership at the School of Education
at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. This study will also provide insight
into what actions of Catholic elementary school principals have impact in forming a
learning community. This study is being conducted in full compliance with the
requirements for research at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and with the
permission of Dr. Michael Fedewa, Superintendent of Schools for the Diocese of Raleigh.
Please take time to read and complete the attached data collection instrument and place it
in the outgoing mail in the postage paid envelope provided. This project asks you to
assess which actions of your principal impact your classroom instruction. The survey is
completely confidential. There are no identifiers on the survey to indicate the school in
which you teach, and you are not asked to give your name on the survey. I am the sole
researcher on this project and will be the only person tabulating the data. If you have any
questions about this study, please contact me at my home: 919-387-877 or
jpender@email.unc.edu. My advisor, Dr. Frank Brown, may be contacted by calling 919-
962-2522 or via email at fbrown@email.unc.edu,
Your participation is greatly appreciated. Teachers from across the Diocese of Raleigh
are being asked to lend their voice to this study, which seeks to enhance the base of
knowledge that allows us to education children to the best of our abilities in the ever-
changing milieu of Catholic schools. The favor of your reply is requested by April 11,
2006.
Sincerely,
John A. Pendergrass
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Survey on the Impact of Principal's Actions on Classroom Teaching
Research has shown that certain principal’s characteristics influence classroom teaching. We are interested in your perspectives on which
and how principal’s actions impact teaching and student learning at your school.
This survey will ask you how often your parochial school principal has displayed certain leadership actions. Each action is followed by a
scale for you to assess if this action has a positive or negative impact on your classroom teaching. You may rate the leadership actions
based on your present principal. If you are new to your school or the present principal has been at your school less than nine months,
please answer the questions based on a previous parochial school principal in your teaching career. Please note: This is not an evaluation
of your principal. The purpose of this survey is to gain insights into which actions of principals impact teaching in the classrooms. This
survey takes about 20 minutes to complete. Participation in this study is voluntary. To ensure anonymity neither your name nor the name
of your school is listed on this survey. Please return this survey to the reseacher via the postage paid envelope provided. (please respond
on or before April 11, 2006)
You may contact the primary researcher, John Pendergrass, at (919) 387-8770 or jpender@email.unc.edu if you have any questions or
concerns about this research study. John Pendergrass is a doctoral student under the direction of Dr. Frank Brown (919-962-2522 -
fbrown@emil.unc.edu). All research on human volunteers is reviewed by a committee that works to protect your rights and welfare. If you
have questions or concerns about your rights as a research subject you may contact, anonymously if you wish, the Institutional Review
Board at 919-966-3113 or by email to IRB_subjects@unc.edu.
Which below best reflects your school's annual tuition for a single student (Catholic)
_____ $3,700 or below _____ above $3,700
Which range of grade levels below are present in your school?
______ K-5 ______ K-8  
 
Which range below best represents the present enrollment of your school?
_____300 or less _____over 300
What is the percentage of minority students enrolled at your school?
______15% or below ________over 15%
How long have you been a classroom teacher?
_____ 4 years or less _____ 5 to 8 years _____ 9 or more years
What grade level(s) do you presently teach?
_____ K-2 __________3-5 ______6-8 
 
How long have you taught at your present school?
_____ 4 years or less _____ more than 4 years
How long has your present principal been at the school where you now teach?
______ 4 years or less ______ more than 4 years
(please continue to the next page)
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For the following questions, please CIRCLE the numbers that best represent your opinion.
How often does the
principal use the following
actions?
How does this action of
the principal impact
your teaching?
MY PRINCIPAL……….
1
=
n
ev
er
2
=
rarely
3
=
o
ccasio
n
ally
4
=
rath
er
ofte
n
5
=
m
o
st
alw
ay
s
1
=
stro
ng
n
eg
ativ
e
im
p
act
2
=
slight
n
eg
ativ
e
im
p
act
3
=
n
o
im
p
act
4
=
slightp
o
sitiv
e
im
p
act
5
=
stro
ng
p
o
sitiv
e
im
p
act
1 Gives me suggestions for improving my teaching during
the conference we have after a classroom observation. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
2 Gives me proactive suggestions for improvement
informally, out side of a post-observation conference. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
3 Suggests action that are purposeful and appropriate to the
students I teach. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
4 Asks me what I feel went well in the lesson that was
observed as part of my evaluation 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
5 Asks me where I see areas in my teaching that could use
improvement 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
6 Encourages me to use interactive teaching methods 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
7 Has positive interactions with the faculty outside the
classroom setting 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
8 Has positive interactions with students during
instructional time 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
9 Offers input on how I maintain the student/teacher
relationship 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
10 Asks me why I made the choices to use certain
instructional methods and lessons. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
11 Asks me if my lessons reach their intended outcomes 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
12 Asks my opinion on how to improve instruction 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
13 Offers input on how I can improve instruction 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
14 My principal gives me choices as to how I implement the
suggested changes to instruction 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
15 Distributes educational journal articles that are relevant to
classroom teaching 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
16 Invites the faculty to discussions of articles from
educational journals 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
17 Keeps the faculty informed of workshops, seminars and
conferences that are related to instruction 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
18 Gives the faculty discretion to choose workshops,
seminars and conferences that are related to instruction 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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How often does the principal
use the following actions?
How does this action
impact your teaching?
MY PRINCIPAL……….
1
=
n
ev
er
2
=
rarely
3
=
o
ccasio
n
ally
4
=
rath
er
often
5
=
m
o
st
alw
ay
s
1
=
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ng
n
eg
ativ
e
im
p
act
2
=
slight
n
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ativ
e
im
p
act
3
=
n
o
im
p
act
4
=
slightp
o
sitiv
e
im
p
act
5
=
stro
ng
p
o
sitiv
e
im
p
act
Facilitates time for me to share information with other
teachers based on conferences/ workshops that I attend 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Schedules planning time for teachers to work together to
improve instruction 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Participates in cooperative instructional planning meetings 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Schedules times when teachers can take a break together
and informally share thoughts and ideas 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Encourages me to observe other teachers and learn from
their classroom practices 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Encourages me to watch teachers that are recognized as
exemplary 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Partners experienced teachers as mentors for less
experienced teachers 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Informs teachers of the areas that will be a focus for
improvement 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Organizes the needed data to help the faculty focus on
improvement goals 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Provides resources for teachers to improve instruction 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Provides opportunities for teachers to share resources that
will improve instruction 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Facilitates partnerships with professionals and volunteers
who augment instruction 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Praises specific teaching behaviors 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Visits classrooms 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Please CIRCLE the number that best represent your opinion for the items below.
Overall, how does your principal influence your teaching?
1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
strong negative some negative not much some positive strong positive
influence influence influence influence influence
Thank you again for your participation.
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APPENDIX C
Diocese of Raleigh
Performance Profile from the 2004 Iowa Test of Basic Skills
Grade level Score Includes National Percentile
Ranking
No test in grade 1
2 Reading, Language, Math,
Social Studies, Science,
Sources of Information
78
3 Reading, Language, Math, 85
4 Reading, Language, Math,
Social Studies, Science,
Sources of Information
86
5 Reading, Language, Math,
Social Studies, Science,
Sources of Information
86
6 Reading, Language, Math,
Social Studies, Science,
Sources of Information
82
7 Reading, Language, Math,
Social Studies, Science,
Sources of Information
84
8 Reading, Language, Math,
Social Studies, Science,
Sources of Information
84
Components of the Reading total are: Vocabulary – Reading Comprehension
Components of the Language are: Word analysis – Listening – Spelling
Components of the Math total are: Concepts and Estimation- Computation – Concepts
and Estimation*
Components of the Sources of Information are: Maps and Diagrams - Reference
Material (Grade 2 is simplified)
Science and Social Studies have no subdivisions
*Not included on Grade 2 test
Formatted
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